





































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































June 27, 2017 - First Street Elementary School 
Though most began the play session in the gaga ball pit, over time…others would go and 
do other things. Some began a game of grounder on the jungle gym, a variation of tag 
where you run, climb, swing, jump, and hang all around the climber to avoid whoever is 
it…Others could be seen playing a tag game called “Man Tracker”, chasing each other all 
over the expansive yard trying to catch one another…[Other] students played kickball and 
soccer, which appeared to be structured by the teachers. Some who were free to roam 
spent time on the swings. A group of seven or eight older girls sat inside a large tractor 
tire that was turned on its side…One pair of girls could be seen walking around a few 
rocks and trees that formed a bit of a circle, the beginnings of an outdoor 
classroom…Despite not seeing much in terms of play involving some of the more natural 
elements the NPLS program might have had a hand in bringing in, I was still pleased to 








































































































































































































June 28, 2017 - Fifth Street Elementary School 
…We heard thunder so began to make our way back to the yard to see if the class was 
heading inside. On our way, my guide turned over a rock and found a small dark 
salamander…He carried it back to show the rest of the class as they gathered by the door 
to go in. The rain was beginning to fall now, so we headed inside bringing with us the 
salamander in a plastic tub lined with leaves, grass, and sticks the children had collected. 
The teacher gathered the class in front of the projector and began searching salamanders 
on her computer. She brought up a website that had a list of all the different salamanders 
that could be found in Ontario. She took the class through pictures, descriptions, and 
interactive maps to try to determine which kind it was. It was really neat to see how they 
were able to bring something found out in the yard and learn from it using technology. 
After learning about the different salamanders it could be, they released him back in the 
forest. The teacher then read to the class a book called The Salamander Room, a story 
about a boy who finds a salamander out in the woods and wants to bring it home. It was 
terrific to see her turn the finding of the salamander into a learning experience in the 






































































































June 27, 2017 - Seventh Street Elementary School 
Once inside the teacher asked for the students to share their thoughts with me on their 
“OEA” (outdoor education activities) time—the block of the day the class would spend 
outside involved in inquiry based learning…Others responded with a bit more insight 
saying things like, “I like it because we got to protect nature,”…When asked by the 
teacher how the year would have been if they didn’t go outside for their OEA time every 
day, they responded with a resounding, “It would be terrible!” One girl said she would be 
upset because she never would have thought to make her “enviro-belt”. Several spoke 
about not being able to go raise their concerns at City Council to help reduce the garbage 
on a local trail. They designed a sign that the town is planning to put up to remind users 
not to litter. There was consensus that without doing OEA that these kinds of things 





































































































June 26, 2017 - Second Street Elementary School 
…The boy and girl he decided to join were walking around the yard with the wheelbarrow 
pretending to sell ice cream. They stopped and asked me if I wanted one, listing off a 
variety of flavours that they offered. I chose banana, they asked me for money, with the 
one boy holding out his hand saying, “That’ll be a dollar”. I patted the palm of his hand 
with mine; he smiled then reached into the wheelbarrow and passed me one of the tree 
cookies then trundled off after another customer. Prior to this, the tree cookies had been 
cake that other students were baking over a pretend fire (they had gathered some of the 
larger logs into a circle and were sitting around a clump of smaller wood chunks [see 
Figure 16]). Their creativity appeared to know no bound…Later the fire pit would become 
a stove for cooking tomato chicken stew. As I watched a girl sitting by herself stirring a 
plastic bucket full of water and sand muttering to herself about the stew, a boy came by 
and asked if he could help. She said sure and he started adding wood chips to the stew. 
Soon another girl who felt it needed a bit of grass joined them. It was neat to see how kids 
were drawn to each other’s creativity. They seemed to feed off it. I was happy to see that 










































































































































































































































June 28, 2017 – Sixth Street Elementary School 
…Scattering into the forest, the children were off. I was happy to see some kids run right 
for a couple trees that had branches that made it perfect for climbing. It wasn’t long before 
the branches were draped with kids six or seven feet off the ground. One girl climbed to a 
point in the tree where she was too uncomfortable to climb back down. She had to be 
lifted out, but when asked what she would do next time she climbed that tree, she 
responded, “Not climb so high”. This kind of learning was apparent throughout the forest, 
with kids running along fallen logs to then slip off, brush themselves off then hop back on, 
this time running a little slower…Another boy who saw a girl who appeared to have 
climbed to a point on a pile of logs where she was uncomfortable getting down, clambered 
up to where she was and showed her how he would get down. “See put your bum down 
like this” he said to her. She watched as he made his way down then gave it a try. She was 
able to make her way down with a big smile then ran off to explore another part of the 
forest…Over the course of our time in the forest there were several tears. As kids would 
slip, tumble, and fall over roots, stumps, and logs. What impressed me was how resilient 
they were. Though they might have cried for a couple minutes and required a bit of 
attention from the adults out with them, before I knew it, they’d be back running through 
the undergrowth with big smiles on their faces once again. I think this is what they need. 
They need to be given the freedom to scrape a knee or bump an elbow. I think these 
experiences will help them to become more resilient little beings. 
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explained	when	talking	about	a	document	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	mentioned	she	was	
working	on	that	would	outline	the	dos	and	don’ts	of	developing	naturalized	playgrounds,		
I	think	you	know,	with	Heidi	working	on	that	document,	that	will	help	get	
some	standards	in	place	so	we	have	something	we	can	go	to	if	we	have	a	
question.	Whereas	we	were	just	working	off	of	nothing,	right	now.		
What	the	program	has	done	however,	is	inspire	action,	which	in	a	broader	understanding	
of	the	word	policy	could	be	considered	as	such.	In	other	words,	the	support	of	developing	
outdoor	play	and	learning	spaces	in	schoolyards	and	the	types	of	play	that	comes	with	it	
inspired	through	the	NPLS	program	is	indicative	of	a	developing	outdoor	play	and	learning	
policy.	For	example,	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	mentioned	how	“At	Sixth	Street	they’re	letting	
kids	explore	puddles	and	they’re	sending	notes	home	and	having	conversations	with	parents	
to	send	in	extra	clothes	in	case	kids	get	wet,	telling	them	the	importance	of	this	type	of	play.”	
Though	not	a	formal	policy,	it	is	a	policy	in	the	sense	that	it	is	a	conscious	choice	made	by	
the	school	to	allow	kids	to	go	in	puddles	if	they	choose.	These	types	of	informal	policies	
were	mentioned	throughout	the	interviews,	whether	it	was	Fourth	Street	and	other	schools	
allowing	their	students	to	play	with	sticks	at	recess,	or	the	principal	at	First	Street	asking	
her	staff	to	increase	the	amount	of	time	they	spend	outside	with	students,	or	the	
Kindergarten	team	at	Sixth	street	who	allow	their	students	to	climb	trees	when	out	on	their	
daily	forest	visits.	In	this	latter	instance,	Theresa	and	Katrina	(teachers)	explained	that,	
“when	climbing	trees,	we	have	agreed	on	a	height	that	won’t	give	us	too	many	stressful	
thoughts”.	So	rather	than	prohibiting	tree	climbing,	they	have	a	“policy”	that	allows	
children	to	play	in	a	way	that	stimulates	and	challenges	them.	These	informal	policies	are	
what	make	up	what	I	perceive	to	be	a	growing	outdoor	play	and	learning	policy	amongst	
the	participating	schools.		
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Sustained	NPLS	Committee	
One	long-term	outcome	that	is	necessary	in	terms	of	the	longevity	of	the	program	in	
schools	is	having	a	sustained	NPLS	committee.	The	intention	behind	the	program	as	Heidi	
(NPLS	facilitator)	explained	is	“to	act	as	a	springboard	for	more”.	That	is,	Heidi	is	there	to	
support	the	schools	in	the	early	stages	of	the	program,	but	the	intent	is	that	schools	will	
then	take	ownership	over	it	and	carry	it	forward	on	their	own.	From	talking	with	
participants	it	sounds	as	if	each	school	is	a	bit	different	in	this	regard.	For	example,	Cheryl	
(teacher)	explained	how	her	school	had	gotten	to	a	point	where,	
…eventually	we	sat	down	as	a	staff	and	were	like,	“Well,	we	can	do	all	this.	
We	don't	need	to	have	Heidi	here.	Let’s	just	go	ahead”…So	we	just	kind	of	
took	it	on	ourselves	versus	just	waiting	for	the	KidActive	program	to	sort	of	
mentor	us	through	it.		
And	then	there	are	others	who	are	questioning	how	to	sustain	this	kind	of	commitment	to	
the	program.	As	Jane	(principal)	said,		
…it’s	just	about	being	able	to	maintain	almost	the	manpower…how	do	we	
sustain	that?	Because	there’s	always	something	that’s	coming	up,	and	we're	
always	getting	hit	by	the	Ministry…So	how	do	we	keep	building	something	
that’s	as	important	as	this	when	there’s	so	much	provincial	pressure	to	put	
resources	and	allocations	somewhere	else?	So	that’s	always	a	challenge,	you	
know,	to	figure	out	how	to	keep	those	partnerships	going	and	to	keep	it	
sustainable	really.	
This	is	something	that	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	is	also	grappling	with	in	terms	of	
determining	how	to	get	schools	to	a	point	where	their	program,	and	the	culture	around	it,	
is	sustained:		
What	I’m	trying	to	figure	out	is	how	long	is	that,	and	how	do	you	take	a	
group	to	a	point	where	their	culture	is	shifted	enough,	that	they	value	this	
enough	that	they're	going	to	take	it	and	own	it	on	their	own	and	it’s	not	
going	to	get	lost…What’s	that	going	to	look	like	in	their	school.	And	I	think	
it’s	going	to	look	different	in	every	single	school.	My	feeling	about	it	is	to	
really	help	them	to	see	that	this	is	something	that…it’s	ok	if	it	ebbs	and	flows	
a	bit,	but	if	it’s	a	really	important	core	value,	then	don't	let	it	go.	And	how	
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are	they	going	to	weave	this	in	as	being	just	as	important	as	Math	and	
Literacy?	
4.4.3.2	Improved	Overall	Wellbeing	
Several	of	the	longer-term	impacts	of	the	NPLS	program	that	participants	spoke	of	
represented	different	aspects	of	overall	wellbeing.	These	aspects	included	a	deep	comfort	
and	connection	with	nature,	a	sense	of	place,	a	sense	of	belonging,	and	a	sustained	positive	
social	environment,	all	of	which	were	seen	as	contributors	to	the	improved	wellbeing	of	the	
school	community.		
Deep	Comfort	and	Connection	with	Nature	
In	conversations	with	KidActive,	it	was	often	iterated	that	a	deeper	connection	to	
the	natural	environment	was	not	an	outcome	that	they	set	out	to	achieve	through	the	NPLS	
program,	but	instead	was	a	byproduct	of	what	they	do	through	the	program.	But	because	
this	connection	to	the	natural	environment	was	important	in	terms	of	the	focus	of	this	
research,	I	asked	all	participants	what	their	perceptions	were	in	terms	of	the	ability	of	the	
program	to	foster	nature	connections.	The	responses	I	received	varied.		
Several	participants	spoke	about	developing	nature	connection	as	something	they	
needed	to	work	on.	Sophia	(principal),	for	example,	explained,	“I	think	that’s	an	area	to	be	
honest	that	we	still	need	to	focus	on,	like	it’s	an	area	for	growth…I	think	that’s	an	area	where	
we	still	need	some	more	help	and	development	in”.	Relatedly,	Nicole	(teacher)	said,	“I	don’t	
know	that	we’re	there	yet,”	explaining	that	once	they	put	in	the	raised	garden	beds	that	a	
deeper	connection	might	be	noticed.	Maureen	(parent)	echoed	Nicole	when	she	said,	“I	
think	when	we	get	the	gardens,	I	think	that	will	bring	a	lot	more.	You	know,	seeing	something	
grow,	how	it	grows,	and	then	learning	about	how	other	things	grow…I	think	having	the	
gardens	will	get	them	more	connected”.		
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Despite	it	possibly	being	a	bit	early	to	see	this	long-term	outcome	at	participating	
schools,	there	were	some	who	felt	they	were	starting	to	see	a	difference.	Lilly	(parent)	
talked	to	me	about	how	she	felt	the	program	had	resulted	in	her	children	becoming	more	
comfortable	in	and	around	nature:		
I	think	it	helps	kids	sort	of	relate	on	that	level	and	to	be	exposed	to	it	more	
and	more,	where	they	become	more	comfortable.	It	becomes	something	
that’s	really	familiar	to	them.	So	I	do	think	that’s	really	important.	And	I	see	
that	change	in	my	kids.	
She	continues,		
So	they	just	start	switching	the	way	they	interact.	So	they	do	sort	of	have	a	
better	understanding	of	having	a	bit	more	empathy	when	it	comes	to	what	
might	happen	to	their	environment	if	they	take	things	out	of	it.	You	know,	
like	there’s	a	consequence	to	taking	all	the	leaves	off	a	plant.	So	like	they	
understand	what	that	effect	will	have	on	that	plant,	and	so	I	do	see	them	
interacting	and	having	empathy	and	understanding	their	impact	on	their	
environment.	It’s	starting.		
Interestingly,	this	is	precisely	the	kind	of	connection	that	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	felt	the	
NPLS	program	could	foster:	
I	think	it	has	great	potential	to	do	that…The	more	that	there’s	opportunities	
and	affordances	for	children	to	build	contact	and	connection	and	
relationships	with	the	natural	world,	the	more	they	will	inherently	feel	that	
connection	to	it,	and	want	to	look	after	it	and	protect	it,	which	then	builds	
the	environmental	ethic.	So	it’s	exposure,	it’s	time,	it’s	relationships	through	
how	they’re	mentored	and	who’s	with	them	out	there.	So	if	that’s	happening	
in	school,	where	there’s	a	value	in	it	and	there’s	support	in	being	
comfortable	and	being	curious	and	starting	to	understand	it,	then	I	think	
there’s	potential	for	that	to	happen.	
The	approach	Cheryl	(teacher)	has	taken	towards	her	teaching	this	past	year	was	
reflective	of	the	contact,	connection,	mentorship,	and	environmental	ethic	that	Heidi	
described.	Again,	Cheryl	is	the	teacher	who	began	taking	her	students	outside	for	one	third	
of	the	day	every	day	to	do	outdoor,	inquiry-based	learning	in	the	schoolyard	as	well	as	in	
nearby	natural	areas	(e.g.,	trails	and	streams	etc.).	Cheryl’s	response	when	asked	what	she	
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has	seen	in	terms	of	nature	connection	in	her	students	helps	to	illustrate	the	impact	of	this	
type	of	learning:	
I	think	also	when	you’re	outside	in	nature—and	that’s	what	I	was	kind	of	
hoping	for—day	in	and	day	out,	you	start	to	notice	all	the	changes	right?	So	
you	have	a	bit	more	of	a	connection	to	it	instead	of	just	kind	of	tromping	
through	it.		
The	other	day,	I	saw	little	light	bulbs	go	off	in	the	kids	because	we	were	on	
the	Millennium	Trail	and	we	were	looking	for	muskrat	pop-ups…Instead,	
they	found	all	these	tracks…	they	get	so	carried	away	with	all	of	our	tracking	
identification	that	we	totally	forgot	to	look	for	the	muskrat	pop-ups.	But	
anyways	we	came	back	and	I’m	reading	this	book,	My	Side	of	the	Mountain,	
and	in	it	this	kid’s	living	in	the	mountains	all	on	his	own…he	has	a	couple	of	
different	animals	that	he’s	kind	of	become	attached	to.	So	anyways,	this	
human	entered	his	camp,	so	he	hung	out	there	for	a	couple	of	days	then	he	
left.	So	I’m	reading	this	to	the	kids	and	then	after	this	character	leaves…the	
animals	start	popping	back	up.		
So	I	said	to	them,	“Why	would	the	animals	be	coming,	why	do	you	think	they	
didn’t	show	up	when	the	human	was	around?”	and	they	were	like,	“Well	they	
were	frightened.	They	didn’t	know	who	he	was”	all	this	stuff.	And	I	said,	
“Well	we	saw	like	a	million	tracks	when	we	were	on	the	Millennium	Trail,	yet	
we	saw	no	animals.”	And	one	of	the	kids	was	like,	“Well	that’s	because	we	
were	all	loud	and	we	were	running	around”	And	I’m	like,	“Exactly!”	So	I	said,	
“That’s	just	our	impact	walking	down	the	trail.	Look	at	all	these	buildings	
and	the	town”	And	I	said,	“We	live	here,	but	there’s	others.	You	know,	there’s	
the	trees	and-“	The	kids	are	like,	“Oh	man!	We’ve	done	so	much!”	So	it	was	
kind	of	cool	because	they	really	do	see	that	connection.	And	I	think	I	could	
talk	about	it	in	the	classroom	and	that's	fine,	but	I	think	when	you’re	
outdoors	there,	touching	it,	seeing	it,	doing	it,	being	in	it,	I	think	you	respect	
it	a	little	bit	more.		
This	coincides	with	what	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	described	as	the	key	to	developing	a	
connection	with	nature	that	she	feels	the	program	has	a	lot	of	potential	to	produce:		
I	think	nature	connection	comes	through	relating	and	through	relationship.	
I	think	at	the	least,	I	mean	there’s	way	more	that	can	potentially	be	done	
here,	but	I	think	for	children	to	be	able	to	experience	and	be	comfortable	
being	in	a	natural	space	and	being	able	to	touch	and	feel	and	see	it	as	a	
living	entity,	it	starts	to	build	that	relationship	and	they	start	to	become	
comfortable.	And	then	over	time	that	can	lead	to	nature	connection	
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Furthermore,	when	asked	if	she	felt	her	students’	connection	with	the	natural	environment	
had	changed	as	a	result	of	these	kinds	of	experiences,	Cheryl	responded,		
Definitely…	they’re	connecting	more	than	when	you’re	in	the	four	walls	of	
the	classroom	I	think…I	think	it’s	just	opening	up	their	world	a	little	bit	
more,	even	if	it’s	just	the	world	of	Renfrew.	Well	the	stream	study	is	a	perfect	
example,	we	realized	our	stream,	after	we	came	back	and	Googled	it	on	our	
maps,	goes	to	the	Bonnechere,	the	Bonnechere	goes	to	the	Ottawa,	the	
Ottawa	filters	into	the	St.	Lawrence…So	they’re	seeing	their	part	in	the	big	
part	of	the	world,	so	it’s	kind	of	cool.	
It	would	appear,	based	on	Cheryl’s	experience,	that	when	children	are	given	the	
opportunity	to	form	that	connection	with	the	natural	world,	and	are	encouraged	to	think	
about	their	impact,	they	begin	to	understand	their	place	in	that	world.	Cheryl	was	under	
the	impression	that	living	in	a	rural	community,	and	having	easy	access	to	natural	areas	
was	conducive	to	her	students	forming	and	becoming	aware	of	their	connections	to	nature.	
However,	other	participants	felt	that	this	ease	of	access	hindered	such	a	connection.	As	
Evelyn	(teacher)	explained,		
I	think	one	only	really	becomes	aware	of	your	connection	with	something	
when	it’s	missing.	So	only	when	it’s	gone	or	changed	do	you	really	
understand	what	it	is	that	you’re	connected	to.	And	until	that	kind	of	thing	
happens,	I	don’t	believe	the	kids	are	aware	of	their	connection	to	the	natural	
environment.	It	is	what	it	is.	
She	continued	to	explain	how	she	believed	that	having	outdoor,	nature-based	play	and	
learning	opportunities	is	“…not	a	big	deal,	not	a	big	deal	for	many	of	the	children,”	but	
added,		
We	have	children	who	come	from	urban	areas.	We	have	children	who	are	
refugee	families.	I	mean	you	should	speak	to	some	of	them—the	children	
who	are	from	Syria—they	think	they’ve	died	and	gone	to	heaven…Their	
connection	with	it	is	absolute.	They	love	it.	But	they’ve	seen	a	whole	other	set	
of	circumstances	which	none	of	us	can	really	image,	right?	
 
 132	
So	perhaps	it	was	not	so	much	the	ease	of	access	to	natural	environments,	but	more	the	
perspective	of	those	engaging	with	them	that	impacted	how	participants	perceived	they	
would	connect	with	the	natural	environment.		
	 Jason	(principal)	highlighted	this	point	when	I	asked	him	about	the	potential	of	
nature	connection	in	his	school	community	stemming	from	the	NPLS	program:		
I’m	a	bit	discouraged	in	this	particular	area	because	while	this	community	
loves	to	be	outdoors,	they	do	not	respect	nature.	Kids	will	snap	branches	off	
trees	and	think	nothing	of	it…they’re	not	synonymous	in	valuing	time	
outdoors	and	respecting	nature.	Those	things	are	not	synonymous	because	I	
mean,	you’re	going	to	drive	home	and	you’re	going	to	hear	a	lot	of	those	
“brapping”	machines	[snowmobiles]	going	down	the	highway,	and	that’s	
not--	You	know	you’re	outdoors,	but	you’re	driving	a	two-stroke	with	the	oil	
mixed	with	the	gas	and	it’s	pumping	out	a	bunch	of	CO2,	right?	
He	continued	to	explain	how	this	consumptive	sort	of	relationship	with	nature,	this	notion	
that	“nature	is	to	be	consumed	and	it’s	how	we	sustain	life”	is	“a	very	ingrained	part	of	this	
community”.	And	because	of	this,	he	does	not	know	how	to	begin	to	shift	these	perceptions	
of	the	uses,	connections,	and	relationships	with	nature.		
Sense	of	Place	
Sense	of	place	is	another	long-term	outcome	that	was	alluded	to	during	the	
interviews.	Sense	of	place	in	the	yard	was	most	often	spoken	about	in	the	context	of	strong	
feelings	of	ownership	and	pride	in	regards	to	the	schoolyards,	discussed	previously	
(Section	4.4.2.2:	Building	Connection).	When	asked	if	she	felt	a	sense	of	place	had	been	
fostered	amongst	participating	schools,	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	responded,	“Yeah,	I	do.	And	
you	can	see	that	through	the	care	right?	The	care	and	the	ownership	and	them	wanting	to	
look	after	it.”	In	talking	with	other	participants,	it	became	clear	that	the	NPLS	program	and	
the	yard	improvements	it	had	induced	had	really	helped	to	enhance	the	overall	sense	of	
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place	at	the	schools.	For	example,	when	asked	about	place	attachments	resulting	from	the	
NPLS	program,	Joyce	(principal)	had	this	to	say,		
Well	people	love	Seventh	Street	Elementary	School.	Like	we	really	do	love	
our	school.	So	I	think	this	has	just	enhanced	things…we’re	really	proud	of	our	
school…and	were	all	very	proud	of	the	things	we’ve	done.	So	I	don’t	know	if	
there’s	been	a	huge	change,	just	enhanced	maybe	is	the	best	word	for	it.	
For	Joyce,	it	seemed	Seventh	Street	already	had	a	sense	of	place,	which	could	be	gleaned	
from	her	words	of	admiration	and	affection	when	describing	the	school,	but	what	the	NPLS	
program	had	done,	was	further	enhance	this	attachment.	She	points	to	the	yard	
enhancements,	among	other	factors,	as	having	contributed	to	making	it	“a	good	place	to	be”.	
When	trying	to	describe	how	she	has	seen	this	sense	of	place	manifest	in	her	students	she	
pointed	to	attendance	as	an	indicator:	
The	only	other	indicator	that	I	would	say	is	attendance,	which	you	know,	for	
those	students	that	we	have…it’s	a	sign	of	disengagement	when	they’re	
absent…So	when	we	see	attendance	increasing	for	students	that	are	in	
families	that	are	struggling…when	we	see	that	maybe	other	years	they	
haven’t	had	great	attendance…then	you	can	tell	school’s	a	better	place	to	be	
because	they’re	coming…So	it’s	some	of	those	pieces	I	think	maybe	there	isn’t	
a	direct	link,	but	I	certainly	think	it	all	adds	to	it	for	sure.	
The	sense	of	place	that	these	enhanced	playgrounds	can	create	for	a	school	was	evident	
when	Jason	spoke	to	me	about	his	concern	about	being	able	to	reproduce	it	now	that	the	
school	had	switched	locations.	He	said,		
See	this	year	we	don’t	have	that	feeling.	Being	in	the	new	building…We	don't	
have	that	feeling.	Before	it	was	their	space...You	couldn’t	have	designed	it	
better…it	was	this	cool	new	thing	where	we	could	build	stuff.	We	had	sticks	
and	pipes	and	tires	and	we	could	do	stuff.	And	I	don’t	know	whether	we’ll	be	
able	to	replicate	that	here.		
Despite	bringing	the	loose	parts	that	they	had	had	at	the	old	school,	Jason	explained	how	
the	new	space	“hasn’t	grabbed	hold	like	the	other	space	did”.		
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Sense	of	Belonging	
Another	long-term	outcome	that	the	NPLS	program	appears	to	have	produced	is	a	
sense	of	belonging	in	those	students	who	might	not	have	had	it	previously.	For	example,	
Sophia	(principal)	spoke	to	me	about	an	offshoot	of	the	NPLS	program,	a	garden	club	
(previously	mentioned)	and	how	it	has	helped	to	engage	particular	students:	
…it’s	getting	kids	engaged…I	have	students	that	maybe	are	not	
athletic…there’s	not	a	lot	of	clubs	they’re	interested	in.	So	I	noticed	those	are	
the	kids	that	are	coming	to	garden	club.	It’s	the	kids	that	are	hard	to	reach	
sometimes.	And	they’re	the	ones	that	are	becoming	involved.	So	from	my	
perspective,	when	I	see	those	kids	that	have	a	difficult	time	fitting	into	your	
standard	sports	teams…or	whatever…they	don’t	even	want	to	show	up	for	
that	because	that	may	not	be	their	forte.	Then	they’re	coming	to	Garden	
Club	and	they’re	coming	with	their	garden	gloves,	and	they’re	like	“K,	I’m	
ready	to	go!”…those	are	kids	that	they	feel	a	part	of	the	school	in	some	way,	
that	they’ve	contributed.	So	it’s	huge…where	you	see	those	kids	that	are	
reluctant	to	be	involved	in	school	life	and	you’re	reaching	them	in	some	way.		
Similarly,	Jason	(principal)	told	me	about	how	the	NPLS	program	was	targeting	students	
that	would	previously	have	had	nothing	to	do	at	recess:	
What	we	found	was,	there	was	a	group	of	kids	who	previously	would	have	
just	been	sitting	in	a	group	together,	because	they	weren’t	interested	in	the	
traditional	sports,	they	weren’t	interesting	in	climbing	on	the	climber,	they	
were	interested	in	playing	creatively.	And	they	had	this	home	now.	So	that	
was	amazing	to	see.	
He	continues,		
…it’s	a	place	where	they	belong	because	you	would	see	these	games	of	soccer	
going	on…and	there	would	always	be	one	or	two	kids	who	just	had	no	
interest	in	being	there	but	were	there	because	it	was	the	only	thing.	And	now	
they	had	another	place	and	they	didn't	have	to	feel	like	they	were	choosing	
to	do	nothing	instead	of	this,	they	had	a	choice.		
Sustained	Positive	Social	Environment	
	 Although	participants	could	not	yet	speak	to	a	sustained	positive	social	environment	
because	of	the	relative	infancy	of	the	program,	the	discussion	earlier	pertaining	to	an	
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increase	in	positive	social	dynamics	and	improved	behaviour	amongst	participating	
schools	supports	the	likelihood	of	achieving	this	long-term	outcome.	
Improved	Wellbeing	of	School	Community	
In	providing	the	NPLS	program	and	achieving	the	discussed	outcomes,	participants	
anticipate	that	the	overall	health	and	wellbeing	of	individuals	within	participating	school	
communities	will	improve.	A	few	participants	shared	particular	examples	of	these	
improvements	already	occurring.	For	example,	Nicole	(teacher)	told	me	how,	“It’s	been	a	
morale	boost	for	our	school.”	Specifically,	for	her,		
…it’s	even	a	psychological	boost…I	do	morning	duty	on	that	yard	every	day,	
from	9:15	to	9:30	a.m.	Prior	to	the	addition	of	the	grass,	I	regularly	left	that	
duty	feeling	“blah”.		I	actually	found	the	yard	depressing.	Now,	when	I	come	
in	from	my	morning	duty,	I’m	in	a	much	better	mood.	The	fact	that	my	
sandaled	feet	are	rubbing	against	the	soft	grass	is	much	more	appealing	
than	the	rocks	from	the	gravel	hurting	my	toes.	
Another	example	is	when	Maureen	told	me,		
I	just	know,	like	from	my	kids’	experience,	if	they’re	outside	playing,	they’re	
good	tired.	Like	they’re	tired,	they	sleep	well,	and	then	they’re	ready	to	go	
again…So	I	think	being	outside	more,	or	having	the	natural	space	to	be	able	
to	play	provides	them	with	that	good	mental	health	stuff.		
Participants	anticipate	that	such	outcomes	will	improve	overall	wellbeing,	but	the	general	
view	was	that	it	was	still	too	early	and	that	it	will	likely	take	time	for	the	schools	to	see	a	
noticeable	change.	For	example,	when	asked	about	the	potential	of	these	longer-term	
impacts,	Joyce	(principal)	said,	“I	don’t	think	we’ve	been	at	it	long	enough…we’re	not	there	
yet.	We’re	too	early…But	I	can	get	back	to	you.	I	can	let	you	know	about	that.”	And	though	it	
might	be	too	early	to	really	see	a	noticeable	change	in	overall	wellbeing,	given	the	
numerous	outcomes	described,	I	do	not	think	it	is	unfounded	for	participants	to	believe	
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that	it	is	coming.	As	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	explained	when	talking	about	the	significance	
of	the	spaces	and	the	types	of	play	they	afford,		
I	feel	like	nature	gives	us	so	much	in	different	ways.	So	I	feel	like	starting	to	
build	these	spaces	really	supports	the	development	of	the	whole	child…I	
don’t	really	know	how	much	impact	we	may	be	seeing	yet…I	feel	like	it	takes	
time.	
Thus,	there	certainly	seems	to	be	this	perception	amongst	the	participants	that	what	they	
have	done	through	the	program	is	benefiting	and	will	continue	to	benefit	the	students	and	
teachers	as	time	goes	on.	
4.5	Factors	Impacting	Success	
Though	not	depicted	in	the	NPLS	program	logic	model	presented	at	the	outset	of	
this	chapter,	it	is	important	to	recognize	the	existence	of	factors	that	can	impact	the	success	
of	the	program,	both	positively	and	negatively.	Thus,	this	section	describes	the	main	
facilitators	and	barriers	that	participants	felt	impacted	the	success	of	the	NPLS	program.	
4.5.1	Facilitators	
In	order	for	the	NPLS	program	to	have	the	success	that	participants	reported,	
several	factors	were	deemed	important	in	facilitating	this	success.	While	participants	
discussed	a	variety	of	different	factors	that	supported	the	success	of	the	program,	several	
key	facilitators	were	commonly	discussed	and	therefore	warrant	consideration	alongside	
the	program	logic	model	presented.	These	key	facilitators	include	having	a	committed	
group,	leadership,	and	buy-in	from	the	school	community.		
One	of	the	facilitators	that	many	participants	spoke	about	was	having	a	group	of	
people	within	the	school	community	really	committed	to	the	program.	As	Jane	(principal)	
explained,	it	“…was	just	a	matter	of	having	a	couple	key	people	and	Council,	and	staff,	and	
parents	who	really	were	on	board	and	wanted	this	to	happen.’’	Similarly,	when	telling	me	
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about	the	factors	that	had	impacted	the	success	of	the	program,	Joyce	(principal)	said,	“you	
have	to	have	a	dedicated	school	group	because	Heidi	can’t	do	it	all”	She	continued,	having	
“good	people	that	share	a	common	vision	is	really	all	it	takes,	and	then	you’re	off.	You	can	
create	quite	amazing	things!”	
Within	these	committed	groups,	there	was	often	at	least	one,	if	not	more,	champion.	
Jane	(principal)	described	these	individuals	as	“the	leaders…the	ones	that	were	pushing	and	
pushing…that	want	to	go	out	and	get	it	started.”	Parents,	Maureen	and	Debra,	both	
explained	how	their	role	in	facilitating	the	NPLS	program	was	to	push.	As	Maureen	
explained,	once	they	had	developed	a	plan,	“…it	was	just	pushing	people,	like,	‘Ok,	well	we	
have	it,	let’s	do	it’	like,	‘We	need	to	stop	talking	about	it	and	just	get	it	done!’”	When	schools	
had	these	individuals	who	were	willing	to	“really	drive	the	process,”	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	
explained,	“things	moved	faster.”	Sophia	(principal)	provided	some	insight	into	this	when	
she	explained	“…having	those	champions…that	can	kind	of	direct	which	way	the	yard	
evolves…that	can	kind	of	spearhead	[the	project]”	was	helpful,	“because	as	a	principal,	you	
can’t	be	micro-managing	all	those	little	pieces;	you	need	people	to	take	initiative	and	run	with	
it.”	Thus,	the	overall	perception	amongst	participants	appeared	to	be	that	when	there	were	
those	who	were	“holding	this	energetic	commitment	to	the	process”	(Heidi,	NPLS	facilitator)	
within	the	school	communities,	the	NPLS	program	was	more	successful.		
Buy-in	from	the	school	community	was	also	reported	as	being	crucial	to	the	success	
of	the	program.	In	other	words,	the	program	would	not	have	been	as	successful	had	the	
communities’	values	not	aligned	with	those	of	the	NPLS	program.	As	Jason	(principal)	
explained,		
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…the	values	of	the	people	involved	need	to	jive	with	the	values	of	the	
program	for	it	to	succeed.	So	you	know,	the	values	of	the	community,	the	
values	of	the	staff	members	of	the	school,	those	are	such	key	parts	in	the	
success	of	the	program.	
This	buy-in	from	the	school	community	led	to	tangible	support	(i.e.,	funding	and	resources)	
that	helped	to	drive	the	program	forward.	Jane	(principal)	highlighted	the	importance	of	
this	support	when	she	said,		
It’s	been	a	real	community	piece.	Like	really	making	it	community,	versus	
just	the	school,	has	been	critical.	So	everything	from,	you	know,	we	have	
some	staff	members	whose	spouses	own	a	construction	company.	So	they	
were	a	huge	part	in	helping	support	us.	We've	had	some	of	them	who	have	
worked	with	lumberyards	and	been	part	of	actually	bringing	the	pieces	into	
the	school	and	facilitating	that…and	of	course	our	local	bank	that	we	got	the	
grant	from…the	more	community	people	we've	had	involved,	the	bigger	that	
the	program	has	actually	been.	And	I	think	has	been	the	number	one	key	to	
its	success	because	everybody’s	helping	and	we’re	all	being	a	part	of	it.		
Thus,	participants	felt	as	though	having	a	committed	group,	strong	leadership,	and	buy-in	
from	the	school	community	ultimately	facilitated	the	success	of	the	NPLS	program.		
4.5.2	Barriers	
Without	the	facilitators	just	mentioned,	obvious	issues	arise	in	terms	of	the	
successful	implementation	of	the	program.	More	specifically,	not	having	facilitators	such	as	
community	buy-in,	tangible	support,	a	committed	team,	and	strong	leadership	were	also	
reported	barriers	to	success.	However,	participants	discussed	unique	barriers	that	warrant	
further	discussion,	including	current	policy	and	regulation	around	naturalized	
playgrounds,	concerns	about	safety	and	liability,	and	curriculum	constraints.		
Participants	expressed	difficulties	when	trying	to	implement	their	vision	of	what	
they	hoped	the	schoolyard	would	become.	These	difficulties	often	stemmed	from	a	lack	of	
policy	and	regulation	with	respect	to	loose	parts	and	other	natural	play	features.	As	Nicole	
(teacher)	explained,		
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…since	the	use	of	loose	parts	and	natural	elements	is	more	new	to	school	
playground	design,	there	are	not	a	lot	of	regulations	directing	how	they	can	
and	should	be	implemented.		So,	you	get	conflicting	messages.		You’re	not	
told	not	to	put	these	things	in,	but	you’re	told	there	may	be	a	problem	with	
them	in	the	future….	they	don’t	know.	They	had	a	book	for	like	all	the	trees	
and	everything	and	all	the	plants	I	could	plant,	but	when	it	came	to	loose	
parts,	they	just,	they	didn’t	have	a	manual	that	said	“yes	you	can	have	it”,	“no	
you	can’t”	And	I	actually	talked	to	the	lady,	she	came	over	from	the	Plant	to	
talk…and	she’s	like	“it’s	just	so	new	for	us,	we	don’t	know	what’s	acceptable	
and	what’s	not”.		
This	lack	of	regulation	and	policy	in	regards	to	the	implementation	of	natural	play	features	
in	the	yard	was	often	attributed	to	the	novelty	of	naturalized	playgrounds,	which	as	Donna	
(principal)	discussed,	requires	a	shift	in	perspective:	
We	hit	a	lot	of	snags	just	because	it’s	new…Because	there’s	such	an	emphasis	
in	the	education	world	on	safety	and	playground	standards	and	CSA	
approval	that	trying	to	move	forward	with	some	of	these	things	we	were	
trying	to	do	was	like	really	a	paradigm	shift.	It	was	trying	to	move	
from…this	safe	kind	of	put	your	kids	in	a	bubble…don’t	let	them	do	
this…don’t	let	them	get	hurt…you’re	going	to	get	sued;	into	let	the	kids	play.		
In	fact,	many	participants	echoed	this	culture	of	fear	around	safety	and	liability	being	a	
barrier	for	the	successful	implementation	of	the	NPLS	program.	Penny	(teacher)	described	
this	fear	at	the	regulatory	level:		
But	it	does	become	a	battle	with	the	Plant	Department,	and	you	know,	“Is	it	
going	to	be	safe?	Is	it	going	to	be	stable?”	They	want	the	companies	that	
come	in	and	install	so	that	the	liability	is	taken	off	the	Board,	which	is	fair	
enough.	
Nicole	(teacher)	reiterated	this	barrier	when	she	explained:		
So	there	have	been	some	challenges	with	respect	to…the	School	Board	in	
how	to--	We	had	to	talk	to	them	because	we	were	doing	this.	It’s	a	grant	
project	so	we	had	to	talk	to	Plant	and	things	had	to	be	approved.	So	they	
were	very	unsure	about	even	the	loose	parts.	It’s	new	to	them	and	they	are	
always	concerned	about	safety,	they’re	concerned	about	lawsuits	and	such,	
right?	“Are	we	being	negligent	in	what	we’re	allowing	out	there?”	So	this	
was	a	real	concern.	
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The	concerns	expressed	by	regulatory	bodies	can	often	inform	the	concerns	of	teachers,	
and	those	interacting	directly	with	the	children.	This	was	made	evident	when	Nicole	
(teacher)	expressed:		
There	is	less	enthusiasm	from	safety	officials	as	they	are	concerned	with	
lawsuits,	and	I	get	that,	but	their	lack	of	enthusiasm	is	often	discouraging	
and	can	make	people	fearful	of	change.	
Alternatively,	some	participants	felt	as	though	the	culture	of	fear	and	emphasis	on	safety	
among	parents	is	what	informs	strict	safety	regulations,	perpetuating	this	barrier	in	terms	
of	building	successful	naturalized	playgrounds.		
I	think	that	we	actually	really	need	to	start	looking	at…and	tackling	this	
issue	of	parents	and	liability	and	the	amount	of	fear	and	resistance	that	it	
creates	within	the	school	setting.	It’s	like	how	much--	We're	placing	more	
value	on	fear	of	the	parents	than	on	what	we	inherently	know	is	good	for	
children	(Heidi,	NPLS	facilitator).	
A	final	barrier	that	participants	felt	greatly	impacted	the	ability	of	teachers	to	take	
their	students	outside	to	learn	was	the	curriculum	itself.	Many	teachers	expressed	that	they	
felt	constrained	by	the	curriculum,	and	that	they	could	not	meet	curriculum	objectives	
while	engaging	their	students	in	outdoor	play	and	learning.		Evelyn	(teacher)	described	this	
sentiment	when	she	said,		
We	are	extremely	constrained	by	what	the	curriculum	allows	us	to	do.	So	we	
can’t	just	sort	of	say,	“Ok	today	we’re	just	going	to	go	for	a	walk”,	you	know?	
The	walk	has	to	have…some	curriculum-based	purpose…So	that’s	where	the	
challenge	often	is	in	using	the	yard	outside	of	recess,	to	make	sure	that	we’re	
using	it	in	a	fashion	that’s	allowing	us	to	meet	some	of	the	expectations	for	
the	curriculum.	
Similarly,	Penny	(teacher)	discussed	that	the	willingness	of	staff	to	engage	in	outdoor	play	
and	learning	is	not	the	problem.	The	issue	stems	from	educators	not	knowing	how	to	
effectively	bring	their	classrooms	outside.	
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Yeah	I	think	there’s	a	lot	of	people	that	would	love	to	be	doing	more	with	the	
outside	environment	and	are	finding	the	same	limitations.	I	feel	like	there’s	
very	few	that	are	very	resistant	to	it,	but	I	think	everybody	just	has	a	hard	
time	figuring	out	how	to	do	it.		
Sofia	(principal)	explained	that	educators	who	are	experiencing	feelings	of	being	
unqualified	in	the	field	of	outdoor	play	and	learning	may	require	further	education	and	
training	to	mitigate	this	barrier:	
Like	there	are	different	resources	out	there	for	us	to	tap	into,	but	I	think	it’s	
the	expertise.	I	think	teachers	are	maybe	not	as	experienced	in	that	area.	
And	so	often	times	they’ll	go	with	what	they	know,	right?	So	I	think	it’s	
maybe	further	training	or	workshops	in	that	area	might	help.	
Hence,	barriers	including	lack	of	policy	and	regulation	around	naturalized	playgrounds,	
concerns	around	safety	and	liability,	and	curriculum	constraints	were	among	the	most	
common	barriers	experienced	by	participants	of	the	NPLS	program.		
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CHAPTER	FIVE:	DISCUSSION	
To	begin	this	chapter,	I	want	to	recognize	the	complexity	of	the	logic	model	
presented	in	Chapter	Four.	Although	I	believe	the	extent	of	the	results	were	needed	in	
order	to	be	able	to	effectively	tease	out	the	logic	model	in	a	way	that	accurately	tells	the	
NPLS	program’s	story,	the	breadth	of	these	findings	certainly	warrants	further	
interpretation	in	relation	to	the	guiding	objectives	that	oriented	this	study.	As	a	reminder,	
these	objectives	were	(1)	to	provide	a	program	evaluation	for	KidActive’s	NPLS	program,	
and	(2)	to	interpret	the	extent	to	which	nature-based	play	in	this	context	serves	as	a	
mechanism	for	moral	development	through	place-based	nature	connection.	To	accomplish	
this,	this	chapter	will	focus	on	addressing	the	study’s	four	research	questions:	
1. What	place	meanings	and	perceived	outcomes	do	NPLS	stakeholders	associate	with	
the	NPLS	program	and	the	nature-based	play	it	induces?	
2. What	are	the	perceived	barriers	to,	and	facilitators	of,	the	place	meanings	and	
outcomes	produced	in	these	naturalized	play	spaces?	
3. How,	and	to	what	extent,	does	the	NPLS	program	facilitate	nature	connection	within	
the	schoolyard	and	other	outdoor	places?		
4. How,	and	to	what	extent,	does	the	NPLS	program	facilitate	the	development	of	an	
environmental	ethic?	
5.1	The	NPLS	Program:	Place	Meanings	and	Outcomes	
5.1.1	Place	Meanings	
Drawing	on	Wynveen	(2009)	once	again,	who	defines	place	meanings	as	the	"beliefs	
and/or	cognitions	ascribed	to	a	setting	that	reflect	the	value	and	significance	of	the	setting	
to	the	individual"	(p.	9),	it	becomes	clear	that	participants	had	developed	strong	place	
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meanings	towards	the	schoolyards	that	they	had	a	hand	in	enhancing.	Initially	it	was	
anticipated	that	the	nature-based	play	fostered	in	the	naturalized	playgrounds	would	
produce	feelings	of	attachment	to	the	space,	engendering	place	meanings	and	an	overall	
sense	of	place	in	the	schoolyard.	As	David	Sobel,	a	leading	author	in	place-based	education	
contends,	place	meanings	and	place	attachments	accrue	from	children's	engagement	in	
natural	areas	(Sobel,	2001).	Participants	in	this	study	highlighted	place	meanings	that	
revolved	primarily	around	the	yards	becoming	places	to	play,	places	to	support	healthy	
childhood	development,	places	for	learning,	places	to	(re)connect	with	nature,	and	places	
for	everyone.	
A	Place	to	Play	
With	the	increasing	erosion	of	opportunities	for	children	to	play	outside	(Waller,	
Sandseter,	Wyver,	Ärlemalm-Hagsér,	&	Maynard,	2010),	naturalized	playgrounds	have	
been	heralded	in	the	literature	as	an	innovative	solution	to	this	growing	problem	(White,	
2004).	Dyment	(2005a)	explains	that	naturalized	playgrounds	have	a	unique	ability	to	
foster	play	because	of	the	diversity	of	affordances	they	provide	in	comparison	to	
conventional	playgrounds.	In	her	study	of	the	impacts	of	naturalized	playgrounds	in	the	
Toronto	District	School	Board,	Dyment	(2005a)	found	that	play	was	limited	in	playgrounds	
that	consisted	of	asphalt	and	turf,	whereas	naturalized	playgrounds	yielded	a	diverse	range	
of	play	opportunities.	These	findings	coincide	with	the	meanings	participants	of	this	
research	attributed	to	their	newly	enhanced	schoolyards	when	they	explained	that	having	
these	enhanced	spaces	means	the	children	have	a	place	to	play,	a	place	that	is	engaging	and	
fun.	This	is	important	because	as	Ihmeideh	and	Al-Qaryouti	(2016)	point	out,	children	need	
places	to	engage	in	outdoor	play.	They	continue	to	explain	that	outdoor	play	environments	
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are	"generally	considered	a	fundamental	and	necessary	component	of	early	childhood	
settings"	(p.	81)	due	to	their	benefits	in	terms	of	childhood	development.	However,	in	
order	to	reap	these	benefits,	children	must	first	be	attracted	to	the	space	and	be	enticed	to	
play	within	it.	In	other	words,	if	children	do	not	find	the	space	appealing,	it	is	likely	that	
they	will	not	play,	and	if	they	do	not	play,	then	they	will	not	accrue	the	benefits	that	are	
said	to	come	from	outdoor	play	in	these	environments.	Fortunately,	it	would	seem	that	the	
playgrounds	enhanced	through	the	NPLS	program	alleviate	this	problem.		
A	Place	to	Support	Healthy	Childhood	Development	
Foundational	to	the	movement	towards	implementing	naturalized	playgrounds	is	
the	notion	that	these	spaces	help	to	promote	healthy	childhood	development	(A.	Bell	&	
Dyment,	2006;	Heft,	1988;	Raffan,	2000;	Raith,	2015;	Andrea	Faber;	Taylor	&	Kuo,	2006).	
With	a	growing	body	of	literature	supporting	this	view,	it	is	not	at	all	surprising	that	stories	
of	participants	spoke	to	a	meaning	of	place	that	coincided	with	this	notion	of	naturalized	
playgrounds	as	formative	spaces.	Although	it	might	be	somewhat	intuitive	that	such	place	
meanings	appeared	to	form	as	a	result	of	lived	experiences	in	the	enhanced	playgrounds,	it	
is	worth	noting	that	other	elements	of	the	NPLS	program	may	have	also	contributed	to	this	
meaning,	specifically	in	the	Engagement	and	Learning	and	Connecting	stages	of	the	
program.	
I	believe	that	the	knowledge	and	awareness	building	towards	an	understanding	of	
the	benefits	of	naturalized	playgrounds	that	resulted	from	the	Engagement	and	Learning	
and	Connecting	activities	of	the	NPLS	program	helped	to	foster	this	meaning	of	place	in	its	
participants.	Place-based	theorists	may	contend	that	place	meanings	are	a	result	of	
experiences	in	particular	spaces	and	places	(Stedman,	2002),	to	which	I	would	agree.	I	
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would	also	add	that	the	socially	constructed	nature	of	how	we	understand	the	world	
around	us	lends	to	the	opinion	that	other	socially	and	culturally	constituted	factors	can	
impact	the	meanings	we	associate	with	particular	places	(McIntyre,	Moore,	&	Yuan,	2008).	
Thus,	I	believe	that	the	culture	around	the	endorsement	and	advocacy	of	outdoor	play	and	
learning	that	KidActive	is	trying	to	engender	in	its	participants	may	have	also	contributed	
to	the	perception	that	the	playgrounds	are	places	for	healthy	childhood	development.	
A	Place	for	Learning	
Some	participants	perceived	the	newly	enhanced	schoolyards	as	places	for	learning.	
For	instance,	the	stories	about	Cheryl	(teacher)	who	took	her	students	outside	every	day	
reinforce	the	notion	of	the	schoolyard	as	a	place	for	learning.	Yet	this	perception	did	not	
pervade	the	entire	school	community.	Others	found	it	very	difficult	to	utilize	the	outdoors	
as	a	space	for	learning	despite	the	literature	contending	that	naturalized	playgrounds	
provide	dynamic	environments	ripe	for	it	(Dyment,	2005a;	Malone	&	Tranter,	2003b).	
Much	of	this	was	attributed	to	teachers	feeling	unable	to	meet	curriculum	expectations	
when	taking	their	classes	outside,	which	coincides	with	(Dyment,	2005a)	who	found	that	
many	teachers	"lacked	the	confidence	and	skills	to	teach	outdoors"	(p.	43).	So	although	
some	were	able	to	take	advantage	of	the	schoolyards	as	an	extension	of	their	classrooms,	
more	work	appears	to	be	needed	in	order	for	everyone	to	see	the	schoolyards	as	a	place	for	
learning.	
A	Place	to	(Re)connect	with	Nature	
As	discussed	previously,	much	of	the	relevant	literature	fails	to	recognize	the	
potential	for	naturalized	playgrounds	to	promote	(re)connection	with	nature.	However,	
results	from	this	study	point	towards	a	perception	of	naturalized	schoolyards	as	being	
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grounds	for	such	connection.	Though,	as	discussed	in	Chapter	Four,	this	perception	was	not	
unanimous	amongst	participants,	there	certainly	were	those	such	as	Joyce	(principal)	and	
Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	who	described	the	enhanced	schoolyards	as	places	to	(re)connect	
with	the	natural	world.	By	incorporating	natural	features	such	as	rocks,	trees,	stumps,	logs,	
and	sticks	into	the	schoolyards,	it	was	believed	and	hoped	that	connections	with	nature	
would	form;	not	a	far	leap	considering	all	the	evidence	that	supports	the	ability	of	
encounters	with	natural	settings	to	induce	nature	connection	(Beery	&	Wolf-Watz,	2014).		
However,	even	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator),	who	recognized	the	potential	of	these	spaces	
to	foster	such	connections,	questioned	the	extent	to	which	the	kind	of	nature	incorporated	
into	the	schoolyards	could	actually	yield	nature	connectedness	outcomes.	This	echoes	
Kellert	(2012)	who	questions	the	ability	of	a	"contrived,	artificial	nature"	(p.	74)	to	
promote	nature	connection.	Though	I	would	not	consider	the	"nature"	incorporated	into	
the	playgrounds	through	the	NPLS	program	to	be	artificial,	it	is	certainly	a	manufactured	
one.	Regardless,	this	line	of	questioning	brings	rise	to	the	consideration	of	the	socially	
constructed	nature	of	nature	and	whether	or	not	the	benefits	of	encounters	with	nature	are	
contingent	upon	how	the	nature	one	encounters	conforms	to	what	society	believes	to	
be/constructs	as	nature	(Cronon,	1996).	That	is,	what	do	we	consider	to	be	nature?	Are	the	
natural	features	of	the	naturalized	playgrounds	enough	to	be	considered	as	such?	If	so,	is	it	
"nature"	enough	to	bring	about	nature	connectedness	and	other	related	outcomes?	These	
philosophical	ponderings	take	us	a	bit	beyond	the	scope	of	addressing	the	research	
question	pertaining	to	place	meanings,	but	certainly	something	for	future	research	to	take	
up.		
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A	Place	for	Everyone		
Lastly,	there	was	a	perception	amongst	participants	that	the	yard	enhancements	
incorporated	through	the	NPLS	program	had	helped	to	develop	a	place	for	everyone.	For	
example,	Jason	(principal)	shared	a	story	that	explained	that	the	elements	they	had	
included	in	the	yard	gave	way	to	features	that	appealed	to	all	different	play	appetites	and	
abilities.	No	longer	were	students	made	to	feel	like	their	only	options	in	the	yard	were	to	
either	play	in	ways	that	did	not	suit	them,	or	not	play	at	all.	These	findings	are	consistent	
with	Bell	and	Dyment	(2006)	who	found	that	naturalized	playgrounds	provided	a	diverse	
range	of	play	opportunities	that	"appeal[ed]	to	a	wider	variety	of	student	interests"	(p,	25).	
Thus,	the	playgrounds	developed	through	the	NPLS	program	appear	to	be	achieving	similar	
place	meanings	as	those	discussed	in	the	literature.		
5.1.2	Outcomes		
Chapter	Four	was	exhaustive	in	discussing	the	outcomes	associated	with	the	NPLS	
program,	so	rather	than	regurgitating	those	outcomes	here,	this	section	will	discuss	the	key	
outcomes	of	the	program	as	perceived	by	participants	in	relation	to	children,	educators,	
and	the	community.		
Child-Oriented	Outcomes	
Authors	have	conducted	extensive	reviews	and	meta-analyses	of	the	literature,	and	
there	appears	to	be	growing	consensus	amongst	researchers	in	regards	to	the	assertion	
that	outcomes,	including	physical,	cognitive,	and	social	health,	in	children	are	supported	
through	nature-based	play	in	naturalized	playgrounds	(A.	Bell	&	Dyment,	2006;	Heft,	1988;	
Raffan,	2000;	Raith,	2015;	Andrea	Faber;	Taylor	&	Kuo,	2006).	The	results	of	this	research	
further	support	the	literature	in	that	participant	stories	highlighted	the	realization	of	these	
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outcomes.	For	example,	Bell	and	Dyment	(2006)	found	that	naturalized	playgrounds	
enhanced	physical	activity	by	"increasing	the	range	of	enjoyable,	non-competitive,	open-
ended	forms	of	play	at	school"	(p.	51).	Participant	stories	echoed	these	findings	as	they	
spoke	about	the	increase	in	engagement	in	their	yards	that	resulted	from	the	playground	
enhancements,	explaining	that	they	no	longer	have	students	just	standing	around	at	recess.	
They	are	out	playing	and	getting	exercise.		
The	ability	of	the	naturalized	schoolyards	to	encourage	physical	activity	also	
appeared	to	have	implications	on	cognitive	development	and	learning.	For	example,	Sophia	
(principal)	alluded	to	the	connection	between	the	enhanced	yard,	among	other	things,	to	
having	improved	standardized	test	scores.	Though	she	was	hesitant	to	claim	direct	cause	
and	effect,	she	did	believe	the	engagement	in	the	yard	had	had	an	impact.	These	
perceptions	are	supported	in	the	literature	by	the	likes	of	Dyment	and	Bell	(2008)	who	
found	that	the	increase	in	active	play	induced	in	green	school	grounds	promoted	cognitive	
development	and	learning.		They	draw	on	a	comprehensive	meta-analysis	of	the	effects	of	
exercise	on	cognitive	functioning	that	found	regular	physical	activity	supports	better	
learning	(Etnier	et	al.,	1997)	to	undergird	their	claim.		
From	a	social/emotional	health	standpoint,	the	naturalized	playgrounds	developed	
through	the	NPLS	program	were	believed	to	be	influential.	Participant	stories	depicted	the	
schoolyards	as	positive	social	environments	thanks	to	the	yard	enhancements.	Whether	it	
was	Jane	(principal)	explaining	to	me	that	the	playground	provided	children	a	place	for	
figuring	out	their	self-regulatory	skills,	or	the	many	others	who	spoke	to	a	decline	in	
negative	behaviours	in	the	schoolyard	that	made	room	for	more	inclusive	and	cooperative	
play,	participants	shared	the	perception	that	the	diversity	of	play	affordances	provided	to	
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the	children	through	naturalized	playgrounds	fostered	more	positive	social	dynamics.	
These	findings	are	consistent	with	other	research	that	has	found	the	stimulating	and	
diverse	design	of	naturalized	playgrounds	helps	to	reduce	issues	of	boredom	by	providing	
children	countless	play	choices	(Evans,	2001;	Moore	&	Wong,	1997;	Raffan,	2000;	Titman,	
1994).	Similarly,	Dyment	and	Bell	(2008)	found	that	the	diversity	of	play	choices	appeared	
to	"foster	the	type	of	positive	social	dynamics	that	support	more	socially	inclusive	
behaviour"	(p.	176).	Thus,	the	spaces	created	through	the	NPLS	program	appear	to	have	
been	providing	the	necessary	enhancements	to	achieve	similar	outcomes	as	those	reported	
in	the	literature.		
Educator-Oriented	Outcomes	
The	majority	of	the	academic	literature	that	looks	at	naturalized	playgrounds	is	
primarily	concerned	with	outcomes	associated	with	children.	With	the	exception	of	
Dyment	(2005a)	and	Raffan	(2000)—who	discuss	the	benefits	for	teachers	as	they	pertain	
to	child-oriented	outcomes	such	as	increased	enthusiasm	and	engagement	towards	
learning—very	little	looks	at	the	implications	of	these	spaces,	and	the	programs	that	help	
to	develop	them	for	educators	(i.e.,	teachers	and	principals).	One	potential	reason	for	this	
perceived	lapse	in	the	literature	could	be	because	much	of	the	impetus	behind	developing	
naturalized	playgrounds	revolves	around	supporting	the	wellbeing	of	children	(A.	Bell	&	
Dyment,	2006;	Dyment,	2005a;	Moore,	2014;	Raffan,	2000),	and	therefore	research	looks	
mainly	at	impacts	of	the	playgrounds	in	this	regard.	What	is	perhaps	different	about	
KidActive's	NPLS	program	is	that	it	not	only	seeks	to	provide	these	enhanced	spaces	for	the	
benefit	of	children,	but	it	also	aims	to	increase	the	capacity	of	educators	to	make	use	of	
these	spaces	in	order	to	compliment	their	teaching	practices.	Thus,	the	subsequent	
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paragraphs	will	discuss	the	educator-oriented	outcomes—increase	in	knowledge	and	
understanding	and	the	ensuing	change	in	teaching	practices—as	they	relate	to	the	ability	of	
the	NPLS	program	to	achieve	these	objectives.	
Participant	stories	explained	how	Engagement	and	Learning	and	Connecting	
activities	of	the	program	were	designed	to	help	them	become	aware	of	the	benefits	of	
outdoor	play	and	learning.	Interestingly,	for	most	of	them	these	benefits	were	perceived	to	
be	commonsense;	they	all	seemed	to	understand	the	value	of	outdoor	play	and	learning	for	
children.	This	coincides	with	studies	that	looked	at	the	perceptions	of	teachers	in	relation	
to	outdoor	play	and	learning	environments	and	found	that	teachers	are	aware	of,	and	
understand,	the	importance	of	outdoor	play	and	learning	(Ihmeideh	&	Al-qaryouti,	2016;	
McClintic	&	Petty,	2015).	Yet,	other	research	has	found	that	outdoor	play	and	learning	at	
school	is	an	opportunity	missed	by	many	educators	(Mainella	et	al.,	2011;	Maynard	&	
Waters,	2007).	
This	finding	was	also	apparent	in	participant	stories	despite	there	being	a	
perception	that	the	Active	Play	and	Learning	components	of	the	NPLS	program	had	helped	
to	increase	teachers'	knowledge	of	ways	to	engage	students	these	types	of	experiences.	
With	that	said,	there	were	some	like,	Cheryl,	Nicole,	and	Penny	(teachers),	who	made	
changes	to	their	teaching	practices	as	a	result	of	the	NPLS	program.	These	individuals	had	
begun	to	see	many	of	the	benefits	that	Dyment	(2005a)	and	Raffan	(2000)	explain	teachers	
can	accrue	by	taking	their	teaching	outside,	including	increased	engagement	and	a	general	
enthusiasm	for	learning.	Thus,	by	considering	the	impacts	of	the	program	more	broadly	to	
include	teacher-oriented	outcomes,	this	study	helps	to	provide	some	insight	into	what	
school	ground	naturalization	programs	can	mean	for	teachers	as	well.			
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Community-Oriented	Outcomes	
The	main	community-oriented	outcome	that	the	NPLS	program	appears	to	be	
working	to	achieve	is	a	shift	in	culture	towards	the	endorsement	and	advocacy	of	outdoor	
play	and	learning.	I	consider	this	to	be	a	community-oriented	outcome	because	ideally	this	
shift	will	occur	amongst	all	members	of	the	school	community	(i.e.,	students,	teachers,	
principals,	parents,	and	school	board	administrators).	It	became	quite	evident	after	
listening	to	participants'	stories	that	the	NPLS	program	is	indeed	promoting	such	a	shift.	
Stories	of	parents	volunteering	their	time	to	sit	on	school	councils	to	ensure	their	children	
had	access	to	outdoor	play	and	learning	opportunities,	teachers	doing	what	they	can	to	
take	the	curriculum	outdoors,	and	principals	using	their	power	as	administrators	to	hold	
the	necessary	space	to	encourage,	support,	and	nurture	the	changes	brought	about	through	
the	NPLS	program	signify	that	a	shift	is	beginning	to	happen.	This	will	please	the	likes	of	
Janet	Dyment,	who	in	her	report,	The	Power	and	Potential	of	School	Ground	Greening,	
articulated	a	need	to	shift	culture	if	naturalized	playgrounds	are	to	become	commonplace.	
However,	this	finding	was	tempered	with	stories	of	frustrated	parents	who	felt	that	not	
enough	teachers	were	taking	advantage	of	the	outdoors	as	a	learning	space.	Relatedly,	
there	were	stories	of	teachers	who	felt	discouraged	because	they	did	not	feel	equipped	to	
do	so.	There	were	also	stories	of	principals	who	felt	constrained	by	school	board	
regulations	and	parent	perceptions	in	terms	of	what	they	could	allow	in	the	schoolyard.	
These	stories	speak	to	the	complexity	of	this	culture	shift.	
As	mentioned,	Dyment	(2005a)	calls	for	a	"shift	in	the	culture	of	schooling"	(p.	47),	
arguing	that	the	institution	of	education	does	not	place	enough	value	on	outdoor	play	and	
learning,	which	impedes	the	progress	of	naturalized	playgrounds.	While	participant	stories	
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certainly	share	this	perception,	I	would	add	that	it	is	also	about	encouraging	a	shift	within	
the	culture	of	parenting,	and	arguably	broader	society	because,	as	Jason	(principal)	and	
Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	made	apparent,	parents	hold	a	lot	of	power	too	in	terms	of	what	
they	feel	is	safe	and	acceptable	for	their	children's	play	and	learning.	This	dynamic,	was	
thought	to	inhibit	the	development	of	naturalized	playgrounds.	Such	perceptions	are	
apparent	in	the	literature	as	well,	with	Tovey	(2007)	explaining	that	teachers	often	feel	
anxiety	over	fear	of	accountability	and	litigation	in	today's	risk-averse	societies.	
Consequently,	in	conjunction	with	the	culture	shift	previously	discussed,	the	development	
of	an	outdoor	play	and	learning	policy	within	the	education	system	and	a	shift	in	the	
perception	of	the	value	of	risky	play	appeared	to	be	needed	in	order	to	have	naturalized	
playgrounds	become	more	commonly	integrated	into	schoolyards.	
Thus,	the	findings	of	the	current	study	help	to	reinforce	the	findings	of	previous	
studies	as	they	relate	to	outcomes	of	naturalized	playgrounds.	This	is	important	from	the	
perspective	of	KidActive,	because	it	provides	them	with	the	necessary	evidence	to	trust	
that	their	NPLS	program	is	both,	achieving	comparable	outcomes	to	similar	playground	
greening	initiatives,	and	meeting	their	objectives	of	building	healthier	play	and	learning	
environments	for	students	to	enhance	active	outdoor	play	and	learning.		
5.2	The	NPLS	Program:	Facilitators	and	Barriers	
It	is	clear	that	participants	perceived	that	the	NPLS	program	is	achieving	desirable	
outcomes.	From	a	program	evaluation	stand	point	it	is	important	to	reflect	on	what	has	
both	helped	and	hindered	this	success	(McDavid	&	Hawthorn,	2006).	In	her	study	that	
investigated	the	potential	of	naturalized	playgrounds	within	the	Toronto	District	School	
Board,	Dyment	(2005b)	reports	what	she	describes	as	challenges	and	opportunities	to	
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greening	school	grounds.	Her	report	outlines	several	factors	that	were	found	to	impact	the	
success	of	school	ground	greening	initiatives:	
• availability	of	funding		
• teacher	involvement	
• principal	involvement	
• student	involvement	
• parent	involvement	
• community	involvement	
• school	board	involvement		
• availability	of	training	opportunities	
• availability	of	curriculum	materials		
• access	to	expertise	
• access	to	physical	materials	
• other	demands	on	time		
• difficulty	in	maintenance		
• vandalism		
• key	organizer(s)	moving	on		(p.	39)
Unsurprisingly,	many,	if	not	all,	of	these	factors	were	also	described	in	the	stories	of	
my	participants.	However	instead	of	describing	how	each	of	Dyment's	(2005b)	findings	
correspond	with	those	of	this	project,	the	following	section	will	unpack	some	of	the	key	
enabling	and	inhibiting	factors	as	it	relates	to	four	key	areas—human	resources,	policy	and	
regulation,	safety	concerns,	and	professional	development—some	of	which	overlap	with	
Dyment's	(2005b)	work,	while	others	do	not.	
5.2.1	Human	Resources	
As	discussed,	participant	stories	highlighted	the	benefit	of	having	members	within	
the	school	community	willing	to	buy-in	to	the	NPLS	process	in	order	to	support	the	
implementation	of	the	program.	The	results	spoke	to	the	need	for	a	committed	group	of	
individuals	dedicated	to	seeing	the	project	through,	a	leader	or	champion	to	drive	the	
project	forward,	and	community	buy-in	resulting	in	tangible	support	through	a	variety	of	
contributions.	Though	Dyment	(2005a)	appears	to	be	the	only	other	study	that	has	
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documented	similar	findings,	it	is	an	important	result	to	reiterate	especially	when	working	
in	a	program	evaluation	context.	It	is	perhaps	intuitive	that	without	the	dedicated	
involvement	from	all	stakeholders	within	the	school	community	(i.e.,	students,	teachers,	
parents,	principals,	and	school	board	administrations);	the	NPLS	program	would	not	have	
seen	the	success	that	it	has.	Such	findings	help	to	reinforce	the	importance	of	having	
someone	like	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	in	schools	fostering	relationships,	facilitating	the	
process,	and	rallying	these	stakeholders	towards	the	common	purpose	of	developing	
natural	play	and	learning	spaces.		
5.2.2	Policy	and	Regulation	
Results	from	this	study	indicate	that	inconsistent	policy	and	regulation	in	regards	to	
outdoor	play	and	learning	environments	made	it	very	difficult	for	those	trying	to	develop	
these	kinds	of	spaces.	Participants	like	Nicole	(teacher)	were	very	discouraged	by	the	
restrictive	nature	of	current	schoolyard	policy	and	regulations	that	have	prevented	and/or	
limited	what	she	was	able	to	do	in	her	schoolyard.	It	is	not	my	intention,	however,	to	point	
blame	at	the	school	boards.	After	all,	they	are	merely	adhering	to	the	recommendations	set	
out	by	their	insurance	companies,	which	suggest	that	all	playgrounds	meet	the	Canadian	
Standards	Association’s	(CSA)	Children’s	Play	Spaces	and	Equipment	Standards	(OSBIE,	
2010).	However,	as	Herrington,	Brunelle,	and	Brussoni	(2017)	warn,	these	standards	“are	
not	intended	to	address	play	value	or	child	development”	(p.	145).	In	fact,	they	are	not	even	
intended	to	be	the	steadfast	policy	that	litigation	cases	misinterpret	them	to	be	(Spiegal,	
Gill,	Harbottle,	&	Ball,	2014).	They	are	simply	voluntary	standards	that	provide	“guidance	
on	requirements	for	the	type	of	materials	and	equipment	that	promote	optimal	safety	in	
playspace	layouts”	(Herrington	et	al.,	2017,	p.	145,	quoting	CSA,	2014).	Unfortunately,	the	
 
 155	
promulgation	of	these	standards	as	requisite	playground	policy	has	resulted	in	
playgrounds	being	a	far	cry	from	what	they	should	be—a	stimulating	and	engaging	space	
for	all	children	to	learn,	play,	and	develop	(Spiegal	et	al.,	2014)	
What	is	needed	now	is	support	from	within	the	education	system	from	a	policy	and	
regulation	standpoint	that	supports,	rather	than	hinders,	the	development	of	naturalized	
playgrounds.	To	do	this	we	must	continue	to	produce	research	that	reinforces	the	notion	
that	naturalized	playgrounds	provide	tremendous	benefit	for	children	so	that	we	can	begin	
to	shift	the	perception	of	the	relevant	bodies	so	that	they	understand	that	the	benefits	of	
naturalized	playgrounds	outweigh	their	concerns	of	risk	of	litigation.	In	the	meantime,	
organizations	such	as	Evergreen	(www.evergreen.ca)	and	Nature	Learning	Initiative	
(ww.naturalearning.org)	have	developed	resources	that	can	provide	guidance	to	those	who	
want	to	make	changes	to	their	schoolyards,	while	still	working	within	the	current	
schoolyard	policy	and	regulations:			
• The	Learning	Grounds:	Guide	for	Schools	
• Nature	Place	&	Learning	Places:	Creating	and	Managing	Places	Where	
Children	Engage	with	Nature		
More	information	can	be	found	on	their	websites.		
5.2.3	Safety	Concerns	
	 Very	much	connected	with	policy	and	regulation	are	safety	concerns.	As	just	
touched	on,	participant	stories	highlighted	that	parental	fears	were	limiting	factors	in	
terms	of	what	schools	felt	that	they	could	do	regarding	outdoor	play	and	learning.	Such	
findings	reinforce	the	growing	concerns	over	our	current	risk-adverse	society	that	authors	
such	as	Richard	Louv	(Last	Child	in	the	Woods)	and	Lenore	Skenazy	(Free	Range	Kids)	
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trouble	when	they	speak	of	“helicopter	parents”	and	“bubble-wrapped	children”.	Though	
these	parenting	buzzwords	are	common	throughout	popular	media,	there	is	also	a	
substantial	body	of	research	that	has	looked	at	the	impacts	of	these	parental	trends.		
Interestingly,	research	suggests	that	we	may	actually	be	doing	more	harm	than	good	
when	it	comes	to	trying	to	keep	children	safe	from	any	and	all	risks.	Research	as	far	back	as	
1997	suggests	that	over	protective	parenting	can	inhibit	social,	emotional,	and	physical	
development	in	children	(Valentine	&	McKendrick,	1997).	More	recently,	authors	such	as	
Wyver	et	al.	(2010)	have	concluded	that	the	pervasiveness	of	what	they	call	“surplus	
safety”	is	actually	doing	a	detriment	to	the	wellbeing	of	children.	Research	such	as	this	
supports	perceptions	of	participants	like	Jason	who	questioned	whether	the	push	to	keep	
kids	entirely	safe	was	actually	leaving	them	worse	off.		
Fortunately,	as	participants’	stories,	demonstrate	the	pendulum	is	beginning	to	
swing	back,	away	from	a	society	full	of	helicopter	parents	and	bubble	wrapped	kids,	to	one	
that	recognizes	the	importance	of	risky-play	and	alike	for	the	betterment	of	children.	An	
example	of	this	shift	within	the	relevant	discourse	is	the	Position	Statement	on	Active	
Outdoor	Play,	which	states	that		
Access	to	active	play	in	nature	and	outdoors—with	its	risks—is	essential	for	healthy	
child	development.	We	recommend	increasing	children’s	opportunities	for	self-
directed	play	outdoors	in	all	settings—at	home,	at	school,	in	child	care,	the	
community	and	nature	(Tremblay	et	al.,	2015,	p.	6475).	
This	statement	is	a	welcomed	addition	to	the	play	discourse	as	it	is	something	that	
practitioners,	researchers,	and	stakeholders	have	been	saying	for	some	time.	So	although	
NPLS	stakeholders	perceive	that	they	are	presently	impeded	by	safety	concerns,	it	would	
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seem	that	a	shift	is	on	the	horizon	that	will	support	and	encourage	the	development	of	
these	types	of	play	and	learning	spaces.	
5.2.4	Professional	Development	
The	findings	of	this	study	suggest	that	more	work	needs	to	be	done	in	order	for	the	
naturalized	playgrounds	to	be	used	to	their	fullest	potential.	While	there	were	some	
participants	who	felt	that	the	yard	enhancements	had	helped	to	get	teachers	outside,	many	
felt	more	needed	to	be	done	in	this	regard.	Echoing	these	sentiments	are	the	findings	of	
Dyment	(2005a)	who	suggested	that	less	than	10	percent	of	teachers	at	most	schools	were	
using	the	outdoors	for	teaching.	Finding	that	it	is	a	minority	of	teachers	who	are	taking	
advantage	of	the	outdoors	is	interesting	given	all	the	research	that	makes	the	case	for	it	
being	a	great	learning	environment	(Malone	&	Tranter,	2003a;	Moore,	1996;	Moore	&	
Wong,	1997;	Raffan,	2000).	Rickinson	et	al.	(2004)	provides	several	reasons	why	this	might	
be	the	case.		
In	their	extensive	review	of	150	research	studies	that	looked	at	outdoor	learning	
Rickinson	et	al.	(2004)	identified	five	key	barriers	that	inhibit	its	occurrence:		
1) Fear	and	concern	about	health	and	safety		
2) Teachers’	lack	of	confidence	in	teaching	outdoors		
3) School	and	university	curriculum	requirements		
4) Shortages	of	time,	resources	and	support		
5) Wider	changes	within	and	beyond	the	education	sector	(p.	51)	
While	participant	stories	certainly	touched	on	each	of	these	barriers,	the	two	that	were	
most	often	discussed	were	barriers	two	and	three.	Interestingly,	Dyment	(2005b)	whose	
work	looked	specifically	at	schools	with	naturalized	playgrounds	found	the	same	thing,	lack	
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of	confidence	and	curriculum	concerns,	as	major	barriers.		
What	is	concerning	about	this	is	that	for	over	a	decade	researchers	have	noted	that	
this	is	a	problem	and	have	made	recommendations	that	suggest	ways	to	solve	it.	The	report	
by	Bell	and	Dyment	(2006)	is	a	notable	example,	suggesting	that	“We	need	to	develop	
curriculum	that	provides	clear	direction	and	examples	of	how	to	use	school	grounds	for	
outdoor,	experiential	learning.	Teachers	also	need	professional	development	opportunities	
to	build	their	confidence	and	competence	in	teaching	outdoors”	(p.	53).	But	despite	such	
calls	for	action,	this	research	has	still	found	the	same	result.	
Though	KidActive	may	not	be	able	to	have	much	of	an	impact	in	terms	of	
overhauling	curriculum	to	align	with	outdoor	play	and	learning	values,	it	does	have	an	
opportunity	to	continue	striving	to	fill	a	substantial	gap	in	regards	to	teacher	confidence	
and	competence.	While	they	currently	facilitate	activities	that	are	meant	to	better	prepare	
teachers	for	engaging	in	outdoor	learning,	it	is	clear	that	more	can	and	should	be	done.	As	
this	study	found,	participants	felt	they	would	really	benefit	from	more	workshops	and	
other	opportunities	for	professional	development	that	would	help	them	to	feel	better	
equipped	to	take	their	teaching	out	into	the	playground.	
5.3	The	NPLS	Program:	Nature	Connection	
As	discussed	at	the	outset	of	this	paper,	the	contemporary	back-to-nature	
movement—spurred	in	part	by	the	likes	of	Richard	Louv—has	made	the	case	for	the	need	
to	foster	human-nature	(re)connections	and	the	importance	of	experiences	in	nature	to	do	
so.	The	argument	was	made	that	naturalized	playgrounds	can	provide	the	context	for	such	
connection	(White,	2004).	However,	answering	how,	and	the	extent	to	which,	the	NPLS	
program	was	able	to	do	this	proved	complex.	
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5.3.1	Place-Based	Perspective	
Though	the	notion	that	time	spent	in	natural	environments	can	induce	a	connection	
to	the	natural	environment	is	widely	supported	throughout	the	relevant	literature,	Beery	
and	Wolf-Watz	(2014)	contend	that	this	perspective	could	benefit	from	a	place-based	
understanding	of	these	connections.	That	is,	nature	connections	should	be	more	broadly	
understood	within	the	context	of	subjective	experiences	and	meanings	associated	with	
encounters	in	and	with	places,	more	specifically,	natural	places.	While		Beery	and	Wolf-
Watz's	(2014)	call	for	a	place-based	perspective	in	nature	connection	research	was	a	
guiding	directive	for	this	study,	participant	stories	did	not	overly	reflect	the	ability	of	
naturalized	playgrounds	to	provide	the	necessary	natural	environments	to	engender	place-
based	nature	connections.	With	that	said,	there	appeared	to	be	some	consensus	that	the	
spaces	could	provide	the	context	to	do	so;	it	had	simply	not	happened	yet.	Instead,	the	
place	attachments	and	meanings	that	participants	primarily	spoke	of	revolved	mostly	
around	providing	the	children	with	engaging	spaces	to	play	and	learn.		
Some	participants	alluded	to	the	fact	that	nature	connection	was	an	outcome	that	
they	were	not	yet	seeing.	There	were	others	however,	who	questioned	to	some	extent	the	
ability	of	the	playgrounds	to	yield	such	an	outcome	at	all.	This	finding,	again,	calls	into	
question	whether	these	arguably	manufactured	nature-scapes	have	the	ability	to	foster	
similar	outcomes	as	that	of	what	might	be	considered	more	authentic	nature.	While	
defining	what	is	authentic	nature	and	what	is	not	is	an	entirely	subjective	endeavor	
(Cronon,	1996),	it	would	be	interesting	to	see	how	the	subjective	authenticity	of	a	natural	
area	might	impact	the	ability	of	outcomes	related	to	nature	connections.	Relatedly,	some	
studies	have	looked	at	outcomes	of	artificial	nature	versus	real	nature.	Beukeboom,	
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Langeveld,	and	Tanja-Dijkstra	(2012)	is	one	such	study	that	found	patients	who	were	
exposed	to	real	plants	and	patients	were	exposed	to	pictures	of	plants	both	reported	lower	
levels	of	stress	when	compared	to	a	control	group.	Though	stress	levels	and	connection	to	
nature	are	decidedly	different	constructs,	I	question	whether	similar	results	would	be	
found	if	nature	connection	were	the	outcome	considered.	An	area	for	future	research	
perhaps.		
Alas,	this	study	did	little	to	further	a	place-based	perspective	to	nature	connection	
within	naturalized	playgrounds.	It	did	however,	provide	some	insight	into	nature	
connection	more	broadly	and	some	important	factors	in	fostering	it	within	the	context	of	
schools	and	nearby	nature	spaces.		
5.3.2	Contact	and	Mentorship	
	 The	few	participant	stories	that	spoke	of	the	development	of	nature	connection	as	a	
result	of	the	NPLS	program	were	framed	around	(a)	providing	contact	with	nature,	and	(b)	
providing	mentorship	to	foster	connection	to	it.	As	discussed,	children’s	contact	with	
nature	can	elicit	many	benefits,	one	of	which	is	a	connection	to	nature	(Chawla,	2015).	
Though	some	participants	questioned	the	degree	to	which	nature	was	truly	present	in	the	
yard,	there	were	others	who	perceived	that	the	NPLS	program	had	produced	adequate	
nature	encounters	to	benefit	children	in	the	context	of	the	schoolyard,	and	also	in	nearby	
nature.		
By	encouraging	teachers	to	get	outside	and	engage	children	in	outdoor	play	and	
learning,	the	NPLS	program	had	spurred	some	to	go	beyond	the	confines	of	the	school	
property	and	out	into	nearby	nature,	whether	it	was	an	adjacent	forest	or	a	local	walking	
trail.	These	teachers	who	made	a	conscious	effort	to	take	their	students	outside	on	a	
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regular	basis	as	a	result	of	the	NPLS	program	were	the	ones	who	reported	seeing	a	
connection	to	nature	amongst	their	students.	While	this	finding	echoes	that	of	a	growing	
volume	of	research	substantiating	the	notion	that	consistent	encounters	with	nature	
improves	nature	connection	(Nisbet	et	al.,	2009),	it	furthers	this	scholarship	in	that	it	
provides	an	example	of	this	within	the	context	of	outdoor	play	and	learning	within	
naturalized	playgrounds.				
Though	encounters	with	nature	are	important,	so	too	it	would	seem,	is	the	
circumstance	around	that	encounter.	This	study	suggests	that	mentorship	played	an	
integral	role	in	developing	stronger	connections	to	nature.	Participants	like	Cheryl	
(teacher)	shared	stories	that	demonstrated	that	it	was	through	her	guidance,	questioning,	
and	lessons	that	students	began	to	think	more	critically	about	their	connection	to	the	
natural	world.	This	finding	supports	Grimwood,	Gordon,	and	Stevens	(2017),	who	found	
that	outdoor	experiential	education	instructors	played	an	important	role	in	creating	and	
holding	a	space	for	nature	connection	for	its	participants.	Heidi	(NPLS	facilitator)	echoed	
this	when	she	spoke	about	the	need	to	have	someone—a	teacher,	a	parent,	a	mentor	of	
some	capacity—around	the	children	that	supports	and	values	nature	in	a	way	that	fosters	a	
connection	to	it.	While	this	is	perhaps	beyond	the	scope	of	what	the	NPLS	program	was	
designed	to	provide,	I	believe	it	is	a	worthwhile	direction	for	KidActive	to	consider	moving	
in	later	stages	of	the	program	after	the	yard	has	been	enhanced	and	teachers	are	looking	
for	ways	to	engage	their	students	in	outdoor	play	and	learning	opportunities.	This	would	
actually	align	well	with	the	aspect	of	KidActive’s	vision	that	states	that	they	want	every	
child	“connected	to	their	natural	environment”	(KidActive,	n.d.-a,	para.	3).	
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5.4	The	NPLS	Program:	Environmental	Ethic	
	 As	made	evident	in	the	earlier	chapters	of	this	paper,	this	research	was	very	much	
contextualized	around	the	notion	that	naturalized	playgrounds,	as	a	solution	to	the	decline	
in	children’s	access	to	natural	environment	(Kuo,	2013),	could	provide	the	space	necessary	
to	potentially	foster	a	(re)connection	with	the	natural	world	(White,	2004).	Furthermore,	
this	was	premised	on	the	belief	that	such	connections	may	help	to	develop	an	
environmental	ethic	which	would	inspire	pro-environmental	behaviour	(Beery	&	Wolf-
Watz,	2014;	Leopold,	1949;	Mayer	&	Frantz,	2004).	This	environmental	ethic	was	framed	
around	what	was	deemed	a	place-based	land	ethic,	whereby	place	meanings	were	thought	
to	influence	certain	tenets	of	Aldo	Leopold’s	infamous	land	ethic,	specifically	feelings	of	
being	in	community	with	nature	(Leopold,	1949).	While	the	majority	of	stories	captured	in	
this	project	did	little	to	support	this	theory,	one	participant’s	narrative	certainly	did	
suggest	it	was	possible.	
5.4.1	Being	in	Community	with	Nature	
Of	the	few	stories	that	were	shared	that	suggested	a	potential	connection	to	nature,	
Cheryl’s	(teacher)	was	the	only	one	that	really	began	to	tap	into	the	deeper	notions	of	
nature	connectedness	that	Leopold	endorses	whereby	the	boundaries	of	one’s	community	
are	broadened	to	include	the	biotic	community	(i.e.,	the	soils,	waters,	plants,	and	animals)	
as	well	(Leopold,	1949).	Her	narrative	highlighted	the	ability	of	the	outdoor,	inquiry-based	
approach	she	had	taken	to	her	teaching	as	a	result	of	KidActive’s	NPLS	program	to	build	an	
awareness	of	this	broader	biotic	community	amongst	her	students.	Although	this	finding	
perhaps	has	more	to	do	with	her	teaching	approach	of	immersing	her	students	in	the	
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outdoors,	than	it	does	with	the	yard	transformations	of	the	NPLS	program,	it	was	still	
framed	within	the	context	of	her	NPLS	story,	and	thus	warrants	discussion.		
In	reflecting	on	the	nature-based	learning	experiences	she	had	provided	her	class,	
Cheryl	insightfully	suggested	that	by	exposing	her	students	to	the	outdoors	and	having	
them	truly	experience	it—having	them	in	it,	seeing	it,	touching	it,	hearing	it—she	saw	this	
connection	and	relationship	to	nature	develop.	This	coincides	with	Mayer,	Frantz,	
Bruehlman-Senecal,	and	Dolliver	(2009)	who	found	that	exposure	to	nature	significantly	
influenced	one’s	score	on	the	Connectedness	to	Nature	Scale,	a	measure	inspired	by	
Leopold’s	land	ethic	that	determines	the	extent	to	which	one	feels	in	community	with	
nature	(Mayer	&	Frantz,	2004).	She	continued	to	explain	how	these	kinds	of	experiences	
helped	to	broaden	her	students’	perceptions	of	the	world	and	to	consider	their	impacts	on	
the	natural	environment.	Although	it	is	hard	to	say	whether	the	students	in	Cheryl’s	class	
had	begun	to	critically	think	about	their	moral	standing	in	regards	to	nature,	their	actions	
tended	to	indicate	that	something	in	them	had	stirred	towards	a	more	ecocentric	outlook	of	
the	world;	that	is,	one	that	promotes	action	for	the	betterment	of	the	natural	environment	
(Donnelly	&	Bishop,	2007).	
5.4.2	Pro-Environmental	Behaviour	
Further	to	Leopold’s	land	ethic	is	the	belief	that	feeling	in	community	with	nature	is	
a	perquisite	for	pro-environmental	behaviour	(Leopold,	1949).	The	findings	of	this	
research	support,	to	some	extent,	the	growing	body	of	literature	that	contends	that	
connections	with	nature	engender	pro-environmental	behaviour	(Gosling	&	Williams,	
2010).	Cheryl’s	students—with	their	home-made	“enviro-belts”,	driveway	information	
stands,	and	meetings	with	City	Council	to	put	up	signs	to	raise	awareness	about	the	impacts	
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of	littering	on	a	nearby	walking	trail—provide	evidence	of	how	their	connection	to	the	
natural	environment	had	resulted	in	a	passion	to	protect	it.	Descriptions	of	such	
behaviours	were	not	universal	amongst	participants,	but	similar	to	the	nature	connection	
discussion,	it	would	appear	that	engendering	such	an	environmental	ethic	required	more	
than	simple	exposure	to	the	natural	environment.	It	also	required	intentional	mentoring	in	
this	regard.	Recently,	Prince	(2016)	made	arguments	that	support	this	finding,	explaining	
that	mentoring	is	one	of	several	pedagogical	approaches	that	can	contribute	to	pro-
environmental	action	because	it	is	a	technique	that	encourages	mentorees	to	critically	
reflect	on	their	environmental	values	and	associated	actions.		
Thus,	the	findings	are	important	to	note,	not	only	because	they	illuminate	yet	
another	important	unintended	outcome	that	has	resulted	from	the	NPLS	program,	but	as	
explained	in	the	outset,	the	current	degrading	state	of	the	natural	environment	necessitates	
a	future	citizenry	with	the	requisite	values	and	behaviours	necessary	to	mitigate	the	
environmental	issues	they	are	sure	to	inherit.	It	would	seem	that	the	NPLS	program	is	
playing	a	part	the	development	of	such	a	citizenry.		
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CHAPTER	SIX:	CONCLUSION	
Environmental	degradation	is	widely	considered	to	be	one	of	the	biggest	challenges	
of	our	time	(Dearden	&	Mitchell,	2009).	However,	modern	environmentalism	has	been	
relatively	ineffective	in	provoking	substantial	change	in	this	regard	as	we	are	still	faced	
with	numerous	environmental	issues	(Burns	&	LeMoyne,	2001;	Cianchi,	2015).	It	has	been	
argued	that	these	issues	may	be	in	part	attributable	to	a	growing	disconnect	with	the	
natural	environment	(Liefländer	et	al.,	2012;	Louv,	2005;	Nisbet	et	al.,	2009;	Pyle,	
2003).	Therefore,	fostering	a	human-nature	(re)connection,	particularly	among	the	
children	of	our	society,	may	be	part	of	a	viable	solution.		
This	proves	a	challenge	given	that	children’s	access	to	natural	environments	that	
might	engender	such	a	connection	is	declining	(Chawla,	2015;	Louv,	2005;	Moore,	2014).	
Authors	point	to	the	greening	of	everyday	spaces	as	potential	innovative	solutions	to	this	
problem	that	can	work	within	an	increasingly	urbanized	society	(Kuo,	2013).	Of	particular	
importance	to	this	study	is	the	greening	or	naturalizing	of	school	playgrounds	in	an	
attempt	to	reconnect	children	with	nature.	KidActive’s	NPLS	program	is	one	example	of	
these	efforts.		
The	purpose	of	this	research	was	to	analyze	the	meanings	and	outcomes	associated	
with	children’s	nature-based	play	within	the	context	of	naturalized	playgrounds.	Drawing	
on	a	qualitative	and	collaborative	case	study	of	KidActive’s	Natural	Play	and	Learning	
Spaces	program,	the	research	focused	specifically	on	identifying,	understanding,	and	
evaluating	perceptions	associated	with	naturalized	playgrounds	and	the	role	they	play	in	
fostering	nature	connection,	place	meanings,	and	outcomes	linked	to	individual	and	
community	wellbeing.	To	do	this,	four	research	questions	were	addressed:	
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1. What	place	meanings	and	perceived	outcomes	do	students,	teachers,	
administrators,	parents,	and	NPLS	facilitators	associate	with	nature-based	play	
specific	to	the	NPLS	program?	
2. What	are	the	perceived	barriers	to,	and	facilitators	of,	the	place	meanings	and	
outcomes	produced	in	these	naturalized	play	spaces?	
3. How,	and	to	what	extent,	does	the	NPLS	program	facilitate	nature	connection	within	
the	schoolyard	and	other	outdoor	places?		
4. How,	and	to	what	extent,	does	the	NPLS	program	facilitate	the	development	of	an	
environmental	ethic?	
Through	an	improvisational	case	study	informed	by	tenets	of	participatory	research,	
evaluative	research,	narrative	inquiry,	and	observational	research,	the	stories	of	various	
NPLS	stakeholders	including	students,	teachers,	parents,	administrators,	and	NPLS	
facilitators	were	gathered.	These	narratives	were	then	analyzed	by	weaving	together	tenets	
of	narrative	analysis,	framework	analysis,	and	logic	modeling	oriented	through	a	
pragmatically	minded	constructionist	lens	to	meet	the	study’s	two	guiding	objectives:	(1)	
to	provide	a	program	evaluation	for	KidActive’s	NPLS	program,	and	(2)	to	interpret	the	
extent	to	which	nature-based	play	in	this	context	serves	as	a	mechanism	for	moral	
development	through	place-based	nature	connection.	
6.1	Key	Contributions	
This	study	has	made	important	contributions	both	scholarly	and	practically.		
Scholarly	Contributions	
From	a	scholarly	perspective,	it	was	hoped	that	this	research	would	help	to	fill	
seeming	gaps	in	the	naturalized	playground	literature.	One	such	gap	was	providing	
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scholarly	advancement	in	the	research	pertaining	to	naturalized	playgrounds	using	
constructionist	thought	that	aims	to	shed	light	on	multiple	perceptions,	meanings,	and	
understandings,	specifically	with	respect	to	the	outcomes	associated	with	naturalized	
playgrounds.	The	other	was	contributing	to	an	understanding	of	the	potential	for	
naturalized	play	spaces	to	promote	place	meanings	and	outcomes	associated	with	nature	
connection	and	the	fostering	of	an	environmental	ethic	in	children.	The	following	discusses	
the	contributions	made	in	this	regard.	
As	discussed	in	Chapter	5,	nature-based	play	provided	various	place	meanings	for	
NPLS	stakeholders,	including:	a	place	to	play,	a	place	for	healthy	childhood	development,	a	
place	to	learn,	a	place	to	(re)connect	with	nature,	and	a	place	for	everyone.	Although	these	
place	meanings	appeared	to	do	relatively	little	to	engender	a	connection	to	nature	and/or	
an	environmental	ethic,	they	add	another	layer	of	complexity	to	the	naturalized	playground	
literature	in	that	they	help	to	provide	a	more	nuanced	understanding	of	experiences	in	and	
with	these	places.		
As	far	as	key	outcomes	of	naturalized	playgrounds,	this	research	furthers	the	
relevant	literature	in	that	it	provides	narrative-based	evidence	of	a	variety	of	the	outcomes	
that	had	previously	been	supported	using	more	traditional	research	methodologies	
(Dyment,	2005a;	Raffan,	2000).	Child-oriented	outcomes	of	the	NPLS	program	were	
primarily	concerned	with	physical,	cognitive,	and	social/emotional	health.	Educators	
experienced	outcomes	associated	with	an	increase	in	knowledge	and	understanding	of	the	
value	of	outdoor	play	and	learning,	and	consequent	changes	in	teaching	practices.	The	
primary	community-oriented	outcome	was	a	shift	in	culture	towards	the	endorsement	and	
advocacy	of	outdoor	play	and	learning.	While	barriers	and	facilitators	of	these	meanings	
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and	outcomes	had	been	previously	discussed	(Dyment,	2005b),	this	study	reaffirms	past	
research,	contextualizing	many	of	these	enabling	and	inhibiting	factors	in	four	key	areas:	
human	resources,	policy	and	regulation,	safety	concerns,	and	professional	development.		
The	results	of	this	study	did	little	to	further	a	place-based	conceptualization	of	
nature	connection	(Beery	&	Wolf-Watz,	2014)	because	the	place	meanings	found	had	less	
to	do	with	connecting	to	the	natural	environment,	and	more	to	do	with	providing	children	
engaging	spaces	to	play	and	learn.	However,	it	made	headway	in	regards	to	drawing	
attention	to	the	potential	of	naturalized	playgrounds	to	foster	the	development	of	nature	
connection	and	an	environmental	ethic	more	generally.	Of	those	who	experienced	an	
increase	nature	connection	as	a	byproduct	of	the	NPLS	program,	factors	including	contact	
with	natural	environments	and	mentorship	were	found	to	be	important	influencers.	
Similarly,	of	those	whose	outdoor	play	and	learning	experiences	resulted	in	a	feeling	of	
being	in	community	with	nature,	it	appeared	that	an	ecocentric	environmental	ethic	
emerged	along	with	increased	pro-environmental	behaviours.			
Methodologically	speaking,	this	research	contributed	by	demonstrating	how	
improvisational	inquiry	(Berbary	&	Boles,	2014)	can	be	used	to	weave	together	seemingly	
paradigmatically	different	investigative	approaches	to	yield	legitimate,	practical,	and	
meaningful	research.	By	drawing	on	divergent	methodologies	(i.e.,	participatory	research,	
evaluative	research,	narrative	inquiry,	and	observational	research)	and	modes	of	analysis	
(i.e.,	narrative	analysis	and	framework	analysis),	this	case	study	was	able	to	work	between	
and	across	paradigms	to	produce	a	narratively	contextualized	program	evaluation	that	
meets	the	needs	of	KidActive	who	sought	a	systematically	produced	captivating	account	of	
their	NPLS	program.	
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Practical	Contributions	
	 From	a	practical	perspective,	this	study	has	contributed	by	providing	KidActive	a	
systematic	evaluation	that	tells	the	story	of	their	NPLS	program.	Generally	speaking,	this	
story	outlines	the	elements	needed	in	order	to	deliver	the	program,	the	activities	it	has	
been	able	to	provide,	and	the	numerous	outcomes	that	have	followed	as	voiced	by	key	
stakeholders.	This	study	has	found	that	the	NPLS	program	has	delivered	on	each	of	the	
outcomes	it	sought	to	achieve	through	this	project,	including:	
• Enhancing	the	quality	and	quantity	of	active	outdoor	play	and	learning,	
• Building	a	healthier	learning	and	play	environment	for	all	students,	
• Designing	and	creating	spaces	for	inclusive,	co-operative,	creative,	inspiring	outdoor	
play	and	innovative	outdoor	learning	opportunities	in	schoolyards,	
• Sharing	educational	resources	to	support	cross-curricular	active	outdoor	learning,	
and		
• Engaging	school	staff,	student,	parents	and	the	community	(KidActive,	n.d.-b,	p.	1).	
With	this	knowledge,	as	well	as	a	final	narrative	representation	of	the	findings	(discussed	
in	Section	6.3:	Next	Steps)	and	the	raw	data	from	this	research,	KidActive	will	have	the	
information	needed	to	make	informed	decisions	as	to	the	future	development	and	
provision	of	the	program.	They	will	also	have	the	evidence	needed	to	be	able	to	leverage	
support	to	acquire	funding	and	resources,	as	well	as	articulate	the	efficacy	of	the	program	
in	order	garner	buy-in	from	gatekeepers	such	as	school	board	superintendents	and	school	
principals	who	ultimately	make	the	decisions	as	to	whether	or	not	schools	will	participate	
in	such	a	program.		
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6.2	Limitations		
A	primary	limitation	of	this	study	was	the	inability	to	capture	the	narratives	of	child	
participants	of	the	NPLS	program.	However,	observations	of	child	participants	engaged	in	
the	schoolyards	enhanced	through	the	NPLS	program	helped	to	better	understand	their	
experiences.	In	addition,	the	participants	of	this	study	included	key	stakeholders	of	the	
NPLS	program	as	identified	by	KidActive.	This	selection	process	may	have	resulted	in	
narrative	responses	that	might	differ	from	participants	who	were	not	as	connected	to	the	
NPLS	program.	However,	the	diversity	of	participant	voices	interviewed	helped	to	mitigate	
these	limitations	by	providing	a	wide	range	of	perspectives	around	the	NPLS	program.	
Furthermore,	an	inherent	limitation	of	qualitative	interviews	is	the	ability	of	the	researcher	
to	accurately	capture	the	perspectives	and	voices	of	the	participants.	This	limitation	was	
minimized	by	the	use	of	member	checking,	i.e.,	providing	participants	the	opportunity	to	
review	interview	transcripts.		
6.3	Next	Steps	
Next	steps	in	regards	to	this	project	would	be	to	fulfill	the	participatory	facet	of	this	
study	by	developing	an	accessible	representation	of	the	study’s	findings	that	honours	the	
narrative	dimension	that	KidActive	was	hoping	to	get	from	this	research.	This	
representation	will	aim	to	capture	the	story	of	the	NPLS	program	in	a	way	that	can	be	used	
to	promote	the	program	and	its	benefits	in	a	way	that	is	most	useful	to	KidActive	and	its	
stakeholders.	That	is,	this	representation	should	help	to	celebrate	the	success	of	the	
program	and	promote	outcomes	associated	with	it	in	a	way	that	is	accessible	to	diverse	
audiences.	This	representation	will	be	developed	such	that	it	showcases	what	the	program	
needs,	what	the	program	does,	and	what	the	program	achieves	by	incorporating	
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participant	voices	and	captivating	pictures	of	participants	engaged	in	the	program.	The	
work	done	by	Bryan	Grimwood	and	Michelle	Gordon	(www.uwaterloo.ca/nature-leisure-
community-research-group/projects/stories-resilience)	in	collaboration	with	the	p.i.n.e.	
project	is	an	example	of	what	this	representation	aims	to	be.		
In	terms	of	future	research,	long-term	outcomes	of	the	program	(e.g.,	nature	
connection	and	improved	overall	well-being)	need	to	be	re-evaluated	at	a	later	stage	in	
order	to	determine	whether	or	not	they	have	been	attained.	Additionally,	future	research	
on	whether	or	not	these	arguably	manufactured	nature-scapes	produce	similar	outcomes	
to	those	achieved	through	genuine	experiences	with	nature	should	be	looked	at.	Relatedly,	
similar	research	could	be	conducted	in	more	urban	contexts,	as	this	study	focused	
primarily	on	rural	school	communities.	Finally,	an	analysis	of	the	current	education	system	
should	be	conducted	to	determine	if	and	how	outdoor	play	and	learning	practices	can	be	
incorporated	into	the	training	of	educators	such	that	they	acquire	the	necessary	skills	to	
effectively	engage	students	in	outdoor	play	and	learning	while	still	meeting	curriculum	
expectations,	and	thus	being	able	to	use	naturalized	playgrounds	to	their	full	potential.		
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APPENDIX	
Appendix	A:	Interview	Guide	
Briefing:	Thank	you	for	agreeing	to	participate	in	this	study.	As	previously	mentioned,	I	am	interested	in	
your	hearing	stories	about	the	NPLS	program	and	the	meanings	and	outcomes	associated	with	it	and	the	
experiences	fostered	in	the	natural	spaces	that	are	developed.	This	interview	is	meant	to	be	
conversational	in	style.	I	have	some	questions	I	would	like	to	ask,	however,	I	am	also	interested	in	
exploring	new	ideas	as	they	arise.	
I	would	like	to	remind	you	that	you	are	not	obligated	to	participate	in	the	study	or	respond	to	any	
questions	in	the	interview	you	do	not	wish	to.	You	may	choose	to	end	the	interview	and/or	your	
participation	in	this	study	at	any	time	without	repercussions.	
	
Opening	Question:	Tell	me	your	NPLS	story.		
	
Prompts	associated	with	Research	Question	1	(What	place	meanings	and	perceived	outcomes	do	
teachers,	administrators,	parents,	and	NPLS	facilitators	associate	with	nature-based	play	specific	to	the	
NPLS	program?):	
• Tell	me	about	what	these	spaces	mean	to	you.	
o Why	are	these	spaces	significant	to	you,	your	children,	and/or	your	students?	
o What	makes	these	spaces	meaningful?	
• What	do	you	see	yourself,	your	children,	and/or	your	students	getting	out	of	the	NPLS	program?	
o Why	is	it	beneficial	to	you	and/or	them?	
o What	have	you	noticed	in	terms	of	the	development	of	children?		
§ Nature	connections,	physical,	mental,	emotional,	social	health	and	well-
being,	overall	health	and	happiness,	changes	in	their	behaviour	generally	
and	in	regards	to	accessing	outdoor	play	
• Tell	about	any	changes	in	regards	to	the	children’s	play	
o Creative,	inclusive,	co-operative?	
• What	about	the	NPLS	program	has	been	influential	in	shaping	your,	your	children’s,	and/or	you	
students’	outlook	toward	outdoor	play	and	learning?	
o What	are	your	perceptions	of	outdoor	play	and	learning?	
§ How	have	they	changed?	
	
Prompts	associated	with	Research	Question	2	(What	are	the	perceived	barriers	to,	and	facilitators	of,	
the	place	meanings	and	outcomes	produced	in	these	naturalized	play	spaces?):	
• Tell	me	about	any	factors	that	have	impacted	the	success	of	the	NPLS	program	
o Tell	me	about	any	facilitators	that	helped	the	program	
§ Tell	me	about	any	facilitators	within	the	program	that	helped	to	achieve	
developmental	outcomes	and	active	play		
o Tell	me	about	any	barriers	that	hindered	the	program	
§ Tell	me	about	any	barriers	within	the	program	have	hindered	the	
achievement	of	developmental	outcomes	and	active	play		
• What	elements	of	the	program	and/or	space	have	contributed	to	you,	your	children,	and/or	your	
students	feeling	attached/connected	to	the	space	(sense	of	place)?	
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Prompts	associated	with	Research	Question	3	(How,	and	to	what	extent,	does	the	NPLS	program	
facilitate	nature	connection	within	the	schoolyard	and	other	outdoor	places?):	
• 	Tell	me	about	the	ability	of	the	NPLS	program	to	encourage	nature	connection	
o What	have	you	seen/felt	in	regards	to	your,	your	children’s,	and/or	your	students’	
relationships	with	nature?		
o How	have	they	changed	over	time?	
• What	transformations	have	you	seen/felt	in	regards	to	how	you,	your	children,	and/or	your	
students	identify	with	the	natural	environment?	
• What	about	the	NPLS	program	has	been	influential	in	shaping	your,	your	children’s,	and/or	you	
students’	outlook	toward	nature	and	play?		
	
Prompts	associated	with	research	Question	4	(How,	and	to	what	extent,	does	the	NPLS	program	
facilitate	the	development	of	an	environmental	ethic?):	
• Has	the	NPLS	program	caused	you	to	think	about	your	effect	on	the	environment?	If	so,	how?	
• What	elements	of	the	NPLS	program,	if	any,	encourage	or	instill	a	care	for	the	environment?	
• Tell	me	about	your,	your	children’s,	and/or	your	students’	perceptions	regarding	your/their	
welfare	in	relation	to	the	welfare	of	the	natural	environment	
• To	what	extent	do	you	see	yourself,	your	children,	and/or	your	students	as	being/believing	to	be	
in	community	with	nature?	
	
Debrief:	That	concludes	my	questions.	Thank	you	for	your	participation	and	for	sharing	your	stories	and	
experiences	pertaining	to	the	NPLS	program.	If	you	would	like,	I	can	return	to	you	your	interview	
transcript	when	it’s	ready.	This	will	give	you	the	chance	to	elaborate	on	and	clarify	details	from	the	
stories	you’ve	contributed.	Would	you	be	open	to	us	connecting	again	to	do	this?	Thank	you.		
	
